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CITY OF YORK SCHOOLS FORUM
Minutes of the Schools Forum held on Monday 25th April 2016 at 1.30pm
Attendance list:
Members:
Tracey Ralph
Brian Crosby
Nicola Fox
Caroline Hancy
Tricia Head
Andy Herbert
Richard Ludlow
Ken McArthur
Lorna Savage
Bill Scriven
Karen Tatham

Maintained Primary Headteacher and Chair
Academies Representative
Maintained Nursery Representative
Maintained Primary Headteacher
Pupil Referral Unit Representative
Maintained Primary Headteacher
Academy Representative
Early Years Sector Representative
Maintained Secondary Headteacher
Maintained Secondary Headteacher (VA school)
Maintained Primary Headteacher

Observers / Advisors:
Cllr Jenny Brooks
Richard Hartle
Maxine Squire
Jon Stonehouse

Elected Member for Children and Young People
Head of Finance, City of York Council
Assistant Director, Education and Skills
Director of Children’s Services, Education and Skills

Vanessa War

Owner, Little Green Rascals Day Nurseries

Salli Radford

Coordinator and Clerk

1.

Welcome
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.

2.

Apologies for absence
Apologies were received with consent, from Alison Birkinshaw – FE Representative.
It was noted that, following Millthorpe School’s conversion to academy status on 1st
April, Trevor Burton was no longer eligible to attend as Maintained Secondary
representative. It was noted that a review of membership would take place prior to the
next meeting and that the vacancy for a Governor Representative would also be
addressed as part of this process.

3.

Election of Chair and Vice-Chair
It was noted that no nominations had been received for either role. The meeting
agreed to defer a decision to the next meeting once a review of membership had taken
place.

4.

Minutes of the York Schools Forum meeting of 14th December 2016
Previously distributed.
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The minutes of the meeting of 14th December 2016 were agreed to be a true and
accurate record and were signed by the Chair.
5.

Matters Arising
With reference to item 4, Matters Arising, and the Civica finance system, it was noted
that some staff in some schools were still encountering difficulties uploading
information and producing reports. Richard agreed to ask the schools finance team to
consider what additional support or training could be offered to school based staff

6.

Early Years funding proposal
Previously distributed. Ken McArthur shared a short video outlining the pressures in
providing quality childcare with current funding levels in place. Ken advised that costs
had increased but that income had not increased in line with this, resulting in some
providers reporting a loss of more than £1 per hour of provision. Ken advised that he
had conducted a survey of providers which he could share, with the 46 responses
highlighting the fact that the £3.38 per hour currently available was not covering costs
at 99.5% of settings with over 50% of settings losing over £1 per hour.
Ken advised that wage increases of 70p per hour were being met with no increase in
funding and that some settings had increased fees to cover costs. It was noted that
some settings had begun to charge for non-compulsory additional items or to limit the
number of free hours of provision available.
Ken advised that 87% of respondents were in favour of the proposed increase in
funding but that many would prefer a larger increase. It was noted that a 50p increase
would still result in a loss to the majority of settings, with the likely outcome to be
increased costs for parents and potentially premises maintenance issues in the future.
It was noted that increases to wages and employers’ contributions presented an
unsustainable situation, suppressing staffing levels and the quality of candidates being
recruited.
Ken thanked Jon Stonehouse, Maxine Squire and Richard Hartle for spending time
discussing the issues and identifying areas for development.
Ken advised that the proposed increase was being made at a time when NYCC area
Early Years providers were receiving an increase on the hourly rate funded from LA
reserves.
The Chair thanked Ken for his paper and explained that the meeting had been
postponed from its original date to allow full and proper consultation.
In response to a question regarding the implications of the proposal to provide 30 hours
of provision and whether this made a decision difficult, Ken advised that this had been
discussed with colleagues and that settings were aware that the government was
consulting on the National Funding Formula. It was noted that York had chosen to be
an early implementer of the extended provision but that impact could not be predicted.
In response to a question about the impact of the development of wrap-around care in
school settings, Ken advised that he remained concerned about funding levels at the
present time and that the implications of the new offer were not yet known. Ken further
advised that a delay in addressing funding needs would not be helpful.
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In response to a question regarding the likely impact of the significant change from 15
to 30 hours of free provision, Ken advised that government indicators were that an
average uplift of 50p would be applied to current Early Years funding from September
2017.
Bill Scriven stated that the increases in costs related to National Insurance, pension
contributions and other costs applied across all sectors and that impact on staffing,
premises maintenance and other cost areas also applied. Bill stated that he hoped that
the National Funding Formula review would address issues across all sectors, with his
view being that Early Years providers were not being underfunded to any significant
degree more than other phases within state education in York. Bill asked how any
increase in allowances could be funded and how it could be determined that the Early
Years sector was being stretched more than any other sectors. Bill recommended that
the funding level remain unchanged until the National Funding Formula review had
been completed.
Richard Hartle advised that the second stage of the national funding formula
consultation was expected to commence prior the next Forum meeting in July, allowing
further detail to be considered. It was noted that the DfE had indicated that this second
stage consultation would include proposals for Early Years funding.
The Chair suggested that further discussion on the Early Years funding proposal
be deferred until the July meeting. This was agreed.
The Chair thanked Ken for his input.
Ken McArthur and Vanessa War left the meeting at 1.50pm.
The observer from York Press left the meeting at 1.50pm.
7.

School Improvement Commissioning Plan including funding allocations
Previously distributed. The Forum considered the proposals included in the plan,
which was noted. Jon Stonehouse reminded members of the need to declare any
conflict of interest in relation to voting on the allocation of School Improvement funding.
In response to a question regarding the identification of schools at risk, Maxine advised
that a range of criteria were reviewed three times each year as part of the LA’s risk
assessment process. Maxine Squire advised that Stephanie Windsor and John
Thompson checked school data and considered contextual changes alongside other
risk factors, recommending that a revised letter be sent to the school if necessary.
Karen Tatham stated that the School Improvement Commissioning Group (SICG) had
still not developed a clear exit strategy for supported schools, suggesting that schools
provided with support be given the opportunity to contribute to this process.
The Chair asked the meeting to consider the funding proposals included in the plan. It
was noted that the £320k allocated to the Ebor TSA included the provision of literacy
and numeracy supernumerary teachers to support schools at short notice and to add
capacity. It was noted that nationally, funding for TSAs was anticipated to increase to
build capacity in the future, with the funding proposal allowing Ebor TSA to begin to
strengthen its team.
In response to a question regarding the responsibility for staffing within MATs, Brian
Crosby advised that MATs can apply to Ebor TSA for support but that they would need
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to provide a costed plan. It was noted that MATs could go elsewhere for their support
but would require a costed plan to secure support from a TSA.
Richard Ludlow advised that the DfE provided funding to MATs for schools judged to
be RI or in Special Measures, with MATs being able to use this funding to build
capacity. Maxine advised that the Education White Paper anticipated that funding
would be provided to TSAs from 2017/18, with 2016/17 being a transitional year.
In response to a question regarding the ability of schools to promote the benefits of the
research work at Huntington Secondary School, Maxine advised that the research
would need to be evaluated to ensure that piloted projects were properly evaluated.
Jon Stonehouse advised that a school-led school improvement model was being
proposed, supported by schools funding, with the decision being for the Forum in
partnership with the TSAs.
Brian advised that strategies needed to prove their value before any investment was
confirmed, with reference to national trials. It was noted that the research being
undertaken at Huntington Secondary School would need to be considered within the
national context.
Cath Hindmarch stated that she did not think it was appropriate to allocate funds to
Huntington Research given shrinking budgets and competing priorities in schools’
improvement plans. Lorna Savage and Tracey Ralph agreed, commenting that
schools already had full access to EEF research outcomes via the internet.
In response to a question regarding the brokering of support from the Ebor TSA and
whether this would be done via the SICG, Maxine advised that this had been the case
to date, though future arrangements were to be determined. Tricia Head suggested
that access be based on need, asking that the evidence base be aligned with support
proposals. Maxine advised that changes to national benchmarks suggested that it was
more likely that an increased number of schools would be put at risk in the future, with
the LA monitoring and noting a number of emerging trends during the current year that
were potential concerns.
Maxine advised that a reduced contribution from the DSG was included in the
proposed strategy, with Pathfinder also being encouraged to resource external
funding. It was noted that the LA was proposing a decrease in funding for school-toschool support.
Bill Scrivens advised that both TSAs were being supported by the de-delegated lump
sum, asking whether the future removal of funding would threaten sustainability for the
TSAs. Maxine advised that details of the Education White Paper were awaited, with
indications being that funding for TSAs would be provided directly by the DfE but that
figures and mechanisms were unknown. It was noted that the Queens Speech on 18th
May and the publication of the Education Bill would begin to add detail.
The Forum discussed the proposals. In response to a question regarding future
funding for TSAs and whether this would be provided directly by schools, Maxine
advised that funding would be redistributed via the National Funding Formula at
regional or local level.
In response to a question regarding the future role of the Schools Forum, Maxine
advised that the decision making body would continue until at least 2019.

York Schools Forum Meeting – 25th April 2016
4

Richard Hartle advised that the new funding arrangements being consulted on
suggested that any current DSG funded school improvement budgets would be moved
into the Schools Block, with detail on redistribution expected to be provided by the DfE
during stage two of the National Funding Formula consultation.
In response to a question regarding the security of funding for CPD, Maxine advised
that the LA was encouraging Pathfinder TSA to consider how to secure its funding. It
was noted that the DfE intention was for funding to go directly to TSAs from 2017/18
but that the level of funding to be allocated for CPD was not yet clear. The Forum
discussed this information, noting that the proposed level of funding for Pathfinder for
2016/17 was £226,680.
Lorna Savage expressed support for the quality of the Pathfinder CPD offer,
suggesting that a phased reduction in funding from 2016/17 would help schools begin
to absorb charges. Lorna also suggested that the proposed CEIT initiative at
Huntington Secondary School could also be bought into by schools rather than being
centrally funded as this approach would be in line with the reduction in resources.
The Forum further discussed the proposals, with a proposal emerging to decline
funding for CEIT at Huntington Secondary School.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £70,000 to commission work
from the CEIT@Huntington:
• Three in favour
• Eight against
• No abstentions
The Forum agreed not to approve this allocation, which would be returned to
schools.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £320,000 to commission Ebor
Teaching School Alliance (ETSA) to provide tailored packages of school-toschool support:
• Seven in favour
• None against
• Four abstentions
The Forum agreed to approve this allocation.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £60,000 to support school
improvement in clusters, with £10,000 to be allocated to each cluster:
• Eight in favour
• One against
• Two abstentions
The Forum agreed to approve this allocation.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £65,000 to support groups of schools
in developing innovation plans, via submission of proposals to the SICG. Maxine
outlined the mechanism for groups to work outside existing cluster arrangements,
advising that this supported collaboration. It was noted that any underspend was vired
back to school budgets at the year end. It was suggested that the allocation of this
fund be reviewed by the Forum during the year.
Brian Crosby left the meeting at 2.30pm.

York Schools Forum Meeting – 25th April 2016
5

The Chair advised that the LA would retain responsibility for SEND pupils, with the
Forum discussing the option to review the contingency regularly and returning funds to
schools if these were available.
Maxine suggested that funding bids be taken to the Forum as well as the SICG, with
the Forum discussing the priorities and pressures on funding. Richard Ludlow
suggested that the “vulnerable children” allocation be reallocated according to priority,
with the Forum agreeing the importance of mental health in future priorities.
Jon Stonehouse advised that the LA was able to scope options for mental health
support. Jon reminded the Forum that the funding allocation to Pathfinder represented
the final year of support as school improvement funds would be delegated to school
from 2017/18. It was noted that Pathfinder had engaged staff to deliver the CPD
programme during the current and next academic year.
The Forum discussed funding options, noting the positive impact of the Pathfinder offer
and the funding timeframe which would end on 31st March 2017.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £65,000 to support groups of
schools in developing innovation plans, via submission of proposals to the
SICG:
• Ten in favour
• None against
• No abstentions
The Forum unanimously agreed to approve this allocation, noting the need to
prioritise mental health support.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £226,680 to commission a citywide CPD programme from the Pathfinder Teaching School Alliance (PTSA):
• Ten in favour
• None against
• No abstentions
The Forum unanimously agreed to approve this allocation.
Jon advised that a more detailed proposal would be brought to the next meeting which
would include some support for small schools as well as for mental health priorities.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £100,000 to the local authority School
Causing Concern Fund. Maxine advised that this had been reduced from £200,000.
In response to a question regarding the need for this fund in addition to the support
provided via the ETSA, Jon advised that any unspent funds were referred to the Forum
for decision. Maxine advised that some schools requested support in addition to that
provided by the TSAs. The Forum discussed the allocation, noting that £137,000 had
been allocated from the £200,000 fund during 2015/16.
The meeting considered the proposal to allocate £100,000 to the local authority
School Causing Concern Fund:
• Ten in favour
• None against
• No abstentions
The Forum unanimously agreed to approve this allocation.
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8.

National Funding Formula Consultation
Previously distributed. Richard Hartle advised that the LA submission was available
on request, with the Forum noting that some school submissions had been sent
individually.

9.

Schools Forum forward plan
A forward plan would be drafted for the next meeting.

10.

Any Other Business
Lorna Savage queried whether the Civica financial package was compatible with
academy accounting. Richard Hartle advised that in its current form the software was
not able to support the consolidated accounts required for Multi Academy Trusts,
although this may be something that Civica considers for a future upgrade.
The Chair asked whether courses offered by the LA’s HR team could be accessed on a
“pay-as-you-go” basis by schools not buying the HR service, with Jon confirming that
this could be arranged.
It was noted that the Forum would need to elect a Chair and Vice-Chair at its next
meeting and that thought would need to be given to this in the interim.
The Forum thanked Tracey Ralph for her support whilst Chair.

11.

Date and time of the next meeting
5th July 2016 at 9.00am

The meeting closed at 3.00pm.

Chair

Date
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SCHOOLS FORUM ACTION PLAN / ACTIVITY LOG – UPDATED JUNE 2016
Minute
reference
10 7/7/15

Action

Outcome

Responsibility

Information on de-delegated behaviour The Forum is better able to understand
support outreach service, traveller
how de-delegated funds are used prior to
support service and use of Teachers’ making decisions for 2016/17
Panel time to be provided

Richard Hartle

6 13/4/15

Information regarding SEN provision,
including funding detail, is brought to
the next meeting

Clarify funding mechanisms for SEN
support across the city

Richard Hartle /
Jess Haslam

5 13/4/15

Clarify terms of office of Schools
Forum members

Ensure that all stakeholder groups
Chair of Primary
understand terms of office, that
Heads Forum and
appointment processes are transparent Secondary Heads
and that succession planning is enabled
Group

5 13/4/15

Review of membership to ensure
compliance with regulations

Membership changes to reflect recent
academy conversions

Timescale

29/9/15

Status

Taken and agreed under
agenda item 8 on 29/9/15
Teachers’ Panel information
to go to meeting on
14/12/15

Salli Radford /
Richard Hartle

7/7/15 Taken under agenda item 7
on 7/7/15

7/7/15 Terms of office agreed as
three years for all
stakeholder groups

7/7/15 and as In progress, with alterations
an ongoing to be made summer term
review 2016 to ensure continued
compliance

Agenda Item 6

York Schools Forum

5 July 2016

Report of the Director of Children Services, Education and Skills

School Meals Catering
Summary
1

This paper provides information around the provision of school meals catering across
York’s schools and provides an update regarding the future of the central procured
contract currently used by 36 primary/special schools across York
Main points

2

Across York schools we have a number of different catering suppliers providing this
service, including a small number of schools who provide the service in-house. For
those schools currently in the central school catering contract, provided by ISS
(Education) and managed centrally by the City of York Council we have over the last
few months been seeking their views through a customer questionnaire and through
face to face meetings around future options for school meals catering.

3

The contract with ISS is due to expire in July 2017, and although there is an option to
extend the contract until July 2019, the Local Authority has recently informed ISS
that they will not be taking up the option to further extend the contract. This decision
does not reflect on any concerns around the current performance of ISS, but is a
decision based on feedback from schools through the questionnaire, the changing
education landscape which includes more school autonomy and the changing role of
the local authority.

4

The local authority wanted to give schools as much notice as possible about these
proposed changes as it is recognised this will have significant implications for some
of those schools.

5

The feedback from the questionnaire, and the face to face meetings did indicate that
although most schools were satisfied with the performance of ISS and of a central
contract generally, there were an increasing number of schools who wanted to look
at and consider alternatives for a number of different reasons.

Proposals
6

By not providing a local authority centrally managed contract from July 2017, the
proposal is for the local authority to work with schools (Headteachers, Business
Managers, Governors) to look at other options available to them, in terms of future
service delivery for school meals catering. These could include:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Service Level Agreement
Contract with Service provider
In-house option
Transport delivery model

7

The staff within the local authority catering team have significant experience and
knowledge of school meals catering and will be available to provide throughout this
transition period; support, advice and guidance that any school may need as they
consider their options and make decisions about how school meals will be provided
in the future, and who will be delivering them. It is recognised that schools will require
different things and have different priorities.

8

To begin this support schools are being invited to an event (5 July) on the future
provision of primary school meals catering in York. This is a strategic-level event
targeted at supporting school management and those responsible for school finance
and/or health and safety, rather than front-line catering staff. At this session, based
on key topics, schools will have the opportunity to hear about these options (set out
above) and from schools who already have them in place.

9

Other topics intend to be covered at the event include those key points raised by
schools in the survey last year including:

10

•

How the Local Authority can work together with the current contractor to
improve on current provision where required

•

Contractor provision -v- going it alone – the pros and cons: particularly health
and safety in this high risk environment, and management of time, level of
school involvement and associated costs

•

How the LA can support schools in the planning and transition period
including procurement advice

•

Ascertain the level of demand from schools, post-transition, to buy-in the City
of York Council’s local authority operational support and maintain a viable
traded school meals monitoring and advisory service

In addition to this, a selection of school meals contractors have been invited to this
event – including ISS as the incumbent - to discuss catering provision options with
schools and provide their contact details.

Recommendations
11

Schools Forum is asked to note the content of the report and provide their views prior
to meeting of schools on the afternoon of the 5 July.

Contact Details
Authors:
Name: Mark Ellis
Job Title: Head of School Services

Chief Officers Responsible for the Report:

Tel: 01904 554246

Jon Stonehouse
Director of Children’s Services, Education &
Skills

email: mark.ellis@york.gov.uk

Tel: 01904 554200
Report
Approved

9

Date

For further information please contact the author of the report

16th June 2016

Information Item 7

5th July 2016

York Schools’ Forum

Report of the Director of Children’s Services, Education & Skills and the Director of
Customer & Business Support Services

SCHOOLS’ BALANCES 2015-16

Summary
1

This report sets out and analyses for the Forum the level of financial reserves held by
schools at 31st March 2016.

2

In total headline school reserves (i.e. including capital and revenue balances) have
risen from £4.801m at 31st March 2015 to £5.834m, an increase of £1.033m or
21.5%. This increase is the net of a reduction in capital reserves of £0.057m (9.4%)
and an increase in revenue reverses of £1.090m (26.0%). Further information is
given in paragraphs 5 to 12 below and a detailed analysis is provided in the tables
and graphs at Annexes 1, 4 and 5.

3

The report also provides information on action taken by Officers in accordance with
the principles agreed by the York Education Partnership Board in December 2011
regarding the recycling of excessive reserves under the terms of the LMS Scheme
amendment agreed by the Schools’ Forum in December 2005.

Background
4

The Schools Forum had previously identified the level of school balances as a key
concern. As a consequence projected and actual levels of balances were reported
regularly to the Forum. This report sets out the final position for the 2015-16 financial
year and concentrates on the actual outturn figures based on schools’ statutory
Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR) returns. All data given excludes balances for
those schools that converted to Academy status during the 2015-16 financial year. In
addition, brief information on the National context is provided in paragraphs 13 to 16
and Annex 2 using data gathered by the DfE and published on their website.
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Analysis
5

In summary the headlines are that:
• Total reserves (including both revenue and capital) have risen by £1.033m to
£5.834m (an increase of 21.5%). This compares to schools’ original projections
(per start budgets) of a £2.079m fall to £2.722m (a projected drop of 43.3%).
• Total capital reserves have fallen by £0.057m to £0.552m (a decrease of 9.4%).
This compares to schools’ original projections (per start budgets) of a decrease of
£0.498m to £0.111m (a projected fall of 81.8%). In general, many schools have
spent funds saved from their 2014-15 allocations, and in a few cases their 2013-14
allocations as well, on funding capital projects planned for 2015-16.
• Total revenue reserves (including committed and uncommitted / general
contingency) have increased by £1.090m to £5.282m (a rise of 26.0%). This
compares to schools’ original projections (per start budgets) of a £0.1.581m fall to
£2.611m (a projected decrease of 37.7%).
• Total revenue reserves at 31 March 2016 represent 6.08% of schools’ total
resource allocations compared to 4.87% of resource allocations at 31 March 2015.
• Uncommitted revenue reserves (general contingency) have risen by £0.755m to
£2.715m (a increase of 38.5%). This reverses the pattern of the previous 2 years
when they were decreases of £0.386 (15.5%) in 2014-15 and £0.572m (17.1%) in
2013-14.
• Uncommitted revenue reserves at 31 March 2016 represent 3.1% of schools’ total
resource allocations compared to 2.4% at 31 March 2015 and 2.7% at 31 March
2014.

6

Although the overall movement in Revenue Reserves is upwards, the increase in the
primary and secondary schools sectors is offset by a decrease in the special schools.
Table 1 sets out the position as at 31 March 2016.
Table 1: Revenue Balances by Sector at 31 March 2016
All
Primary
Schools
Schools
Total Revenue Reserves
£5.282m
£3.740m
Balance as at 31 March 2016
Movement in year
Percentage of Resource Allocation
Uncommitted Revenue Reserves
Balance as at 31 March 2016
Movement in year
Percentage of Resource Allocation

Secondary
Schools

£1.090m
26.0%
6.0%

£0.216m
6.1%
8.6%

£1.219m
£0.967m
383.8%
3.4%

£2.715m
£0.755m
38.5%
3.1%

£2.334m
£0.306m
15.1%
5.3%

£0.341 m
£0.493m
324.8%
1.0%

Special
Schools
£0.322m
(£0.093m)
(22.5%)
4.0%
£0.040m
(£0.044m)
(52.6%)
0.5%

Uncommitted Revenue Reserves show a variable picture across sectors with the
rises in primary and secondary schools being partly offset by an decrease in the
special schools leaving an overall increase.
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7

The figures above represent the net position as at 31 March 2016. This hides the
fact that there are 5 schools with deficit revenue balances totalling £0.125m at 31
March 2016 compared to 7 schools at 31 March 2015 and 6 schools at 31 March
2014 whose deficit revenue balances totalled £0.418m and £0.403m respectively.

In-year Monitoring
8

Graph 1.1 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual outturn balances for the last two
financial years and their in year projections of Total Reserves during 2015-16. This
shows that, despite predictions of a significant reduction in reserves at the time of the
2015-16 Start Budgets, the projected level of reserves rose at the end of the year
following a similar pattern to that seen in previous years. The 2015-16 final outturn
figures were, however, higher than those for 2014-15 and 2013-14.

9

Graph 1.2 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual revenue balance at 31st March for
the previous two financial years and their in year predictions of Total Revenue
Balances during 2015-16. This reveals a similar pattern to that for Total Reserves as
well as that seen in previous years. It also confirms the picture given in the table at
paragraph 6 above; i.e. overall total revenue balances for 2015-16 have increased
and, although partly offset by the fall in the special school sector, are now higher than
those for both 2014-15 and 2013-14.

10

Graph 1.3 of Annex 1 summarises schools’ actual revenue balance at 31st March for
the previous two financial years and their in year predictions of Total Capital
Balances during 2015-16. This demonstrates a similar pattern to that for both Total
and Revenue Reserves but also shows a continuing year on year reduction in Capital
Outturn Balances across all three school sectors.

11

Following the formation of the coalition Government, schools were only given one
year funding settlements for 2011-12 and 2012-13. During this period the DfE has
carried out a full review of education funding. The results of this review involved
considerable changes to the funding formula that were implemented in the 2013-14
financial year. The same formula has been used in 2014-15 and 2015-16 with some
relatively small changes and will be used again for 2016-17. One year funding
settlements have continued throughout this period. Earlier this year the Government
consulted on their proposals for a national funding formula the introduction of which is
likely to begin for 2017-18.

12

Despite these changes, the overall levels of funding have not changed whereas
general levels of inflation have continued to rise possibly contributing to the reduction
Furthermore, due to
in balances held by schools since 31st March 2013.
demographic trends the number of pupils in Primary schools is increasing. Owing to
the difference in timing between the academic and financial years theses pupils have
to be educated for 2 Terms before the school receives funding for them. This puts
added pressure on school reserves. Balances held by schools as at 31st March 2016
may have increased compared to those held at 31st March 2014 and 2015 in
response to increases to employers’ contributions to Pension Funds for both teaching
and support staff as well as to National Insurance from April 2016.
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National Picture
13

Data gathered by the DfE is used in Annex 2 to compare the level of revenue
reserves as a percentage of total revenue income. Percentages for York are
compared with those for other Unitary Authorities, our education statistical
neighbours, regionally and nationally.

14

It is important to note that these figures are a year behind those given elsewhere in
this report. As with the data given for York schools it does not include that for
schools that have converted to Academy status.

15

Chart 2.1 in Annex 2 shows that at 31st March 2015 York schools overall were below
the national average as well as the averages for our Education Statistical
Neighbours, Unitary Authorities and the Yorkshire and Humberside region. This is
the also the case across all sectors with the percentage for York Secondary schools
being significantly lower than all comparator groups.

16

Chart 2.2 shows the change in the percentages between figures compiled at 31st
March 2013 and those for 2015. This shows that York schools overall are almost
unchanged as is the national average and that for our Education Statistical
Neighbours. Unitary Authorities have increased slightly whereas that for the
Yorkshire and Humberside region has risen by over 1%. The increase in the Primary
sector in York is offset by decreases in the Secondary and Special School sectors
following the national averages. The pattern for our Education Statistical Neighbours,
Unitary Authorities and the Yorkshire and Humberside region is however mixed.
Percentages for Secondary schools have, however, fallen across all comparator
groups as well as in York where the decrease is greatest.

Recycling of Excess Surplus Revenue Balances
17

Under DfE regulations, the LA has the power to recoup excessive surplus balances.
The regulations allow the recoupment of revenue reserves in excess of 5% of the
current year’s budget allocation for secondary schools and in excess of 8% for
primary and special schools. Any reserves recouped would have to be redistributed
within the Schools Budget and cannot be used to fund central LA expenditure. The
relevant extract from the York LMS Scheme is attached at Annex 3 for information.

18

Graphs in Annex 4 show comparisons for each school of their • Total Revenue Reserves (Graphs 4.1 to 4.3),
• Uncommitted Revenue Reserves (Graphs 4.4 to 4.6), and
• Total and Uncommitted Revenue Reserves as a percentage of Resource
Allocation (Graphs 4.7 to 4.9).

19

Annex 5 sets out the detailed figures for each school in tabular format and assesses
their 2015-16 outturn position against the requirements of the LMS Scheme. This
shows (in column J) that just one school has declared uncommitted revenue reserves
in excess of their maximum permitted balance. The School concerned is Scarcroft
Primary which converted to Academy status on 1st April 2016. In view of cost
increases and uncertainties around future funding Officers recommend that no funds
be recouped from Scarcroft or any other school.
Page 4 of 6
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Many schools have avoided falling into a recoupment position because they have
identified significant amounts of their revenue balances, £2.566m in total (compared
to £2.276m in 2014-15 and £1.013m in 2013-14), as being committed (column D)
and therefore eligible to be held above the maximum permitted limits (column I). The
amount of each school’s committed reserves that have prevented it falling into a
potential claw-back position is shown in column K.

21

In addition to unspent funding received as grants; the LMS Scheme provides five
categories of specific purpose (see Annex 3) to which Governing Bodies may commit
their revenue balances. Information on Committed Revenue Reserves was collected
with the Year End Reconciliation Statements. To confirm that amounts have been
properly assigned the Authority has received copies of minutes of the appropriate
Governing Body meetings.

22

The Schools’ Forum is, however, required to consider on a case by case basis all
amounts that schools wish to commit to purposes other than one of the five standard
categories. Table 1 in Annex 6 provides a list of all requests by schools falling into
this category together with Officers’ recommendations on whether or not these
should be permitted. There are no items as at 31st March 2016 from other
categories, including those mistakenly noted by schools as unspent Grants, that
Officers, following the Scheme, recommend be rejected listed in Annex 6 Table 2.

23

Annex 6 shows that following the principles established by the YEP in December
2011 no schools would be liable to a further recoupment for 2015-16.
Recommendations

24

The Schools’ Forum is asked to note and comment on the information contained in
this report, and approve the LA officers’ recommendations on exceptional committed
items as set out in Table 1 at Annex 6.
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ANNEX 1
GRAPH 1.1
COMPARISON OF TOTAL RESERVES
2013-14, 2014-15 and 2015-16
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GRAPH 1.2
COMPARISON OF REVENUE BALANCES
2013-14, 2014-15 and 2015-16
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GRAPH 1.3
COMPARISON OF CAPITAL BALANCES
2013-14, 2014-15 and 2015-16
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NB: for the purposes of this Report the Balances in 2013-14 and 2014-15 of those schools that converted to Academy
during 2015-16 have been excluded.

ANNEX 2
Chart 2.1

DfE comparison of Total School Revenue Balances as a percentage
of Revenue Income as at 31st March 2015
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Chart 2.2

Change in Net Revenue Balances as a percentage of Revenue
Income between 31st March 2013 and 2015
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ANNEX 3
EXTRACT FROM THE CITY OF YORK LOCAL MANAGEMENT OF SCHOOLS
SCHEME – 2015-16
4.2

Reporting on the intended use of surplus balances

Surplus balances held by schools as permitted under this scheme are subject to the
following restrictions with effect from 1 April 2007:
a. the Authority shall calculate by 31 May each year the surplus balance, if any, held by
each school as at the preceding 31 March. For this purpose the balance will be the
recurrent balance as defined in the Consistent Financial Reporting Framework;
b. the Authority shall deduct from the calculated balance any amounts for which the
school has a prior year commitment to pay from the surplus balance and any unspent
grants received in the previous financial year;
c. the Authority shall then deduct from the resulting sum any amounts which the
governing body of the school has declared to be assigned for specific purposes
permitted by the Authority, and which the Authority is satisfied are properly assigned.
To count as properly assigned, amounts must not be retained beyond the period
stipulated for the purpose in question, without the consent of the Authority. In
considering whether any sums are properly assigned the Authority may also take into
account any previously declared assignment of such sums but may not take any
change in planned assignments to be the sole reason for considering that a sum is not
properly assigned.
The condition outlined here is intended to ensure schools can build up reserves
towards particular projects or make early efficiencies to support their medium-term
budgeting in a tighter financial climate, but cannot defer implementation indefinitely. In
deciding whether a sum is properly assigned the Scheme may make explicit the right
of the Authority to take account of a school’s previous plans for any surplus balances
in the event that such plans have changed. However, the Authority may not take a
change in the plans of a school as the only criterion by which it can consider a sum to
be properly assigned or not.
d. if the result of steps a-c is a sum greater than 5% of the current year's budget share for
secondary schools, 8% for primary and special schools, or £25,000 (where that is
greater than either percentage threshold), then the Authority may deduct from the
current year's budget share an amount equal to the excess.
Funds deriving from sources other than the Authority will be taken into account in this
calculation if paid into the budget share account of the school, whether under provisions in
this scheme or otherwise.
Funds held in relation to a school's exercise of powers under s.27 of the Education Act
2002 (community facilities) will not be taken into account unless added to the budget share
surplus by the school as permitted by the Authority.
The total of any amounts deducted from schools' budget shares by the Authority under this
provision are to be applied to the Schools Budget of the Authority.
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ANNEX 3
Specific purposes permitted by the Authority under paragraph 4.21.c are defined as:
a. Capital building or refurbishment projects
b. Major ICT or equipment acquisition or replacement
c. Specific redundancy or early retirement costs outside the scope of the LA scheme.
d. Dealing with the short-term implications of falling pupil numbers whilst class and/or
staffing structures are reorganised.
e. Provisions for long-term unexpected staff sickness for those schools not in the Staff
Absence Scheme.
Other purposes may be considered in exceptional circumstances on a case-by-case basis by
the Schools Forum.
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GRAPH 4.1
Primary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2014-15 Outturn v 2015-16 Start Budget v 015-16 Outturn
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NB: for the purposes of this Report the 2014-15 Total Revenue Balances of those schools that converted to Academy during 2015-16
have been excluded. Osbaldwick Primary School’s balances (2014-15 Outturn £754.7k, 2014-15 Start Budget £321.5k & 2015-16
Outturn £338.2k) are due to the merger with the Derwent Federation of Schools and the resulting amalgamation funding.

ANNEX 4
GRAPH 4.2
Secondary Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2014-15 Outturn v 2015-16 Start Budget v 2015-16 Outturn
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GRAPH 4.3
Special Schools - Comparison of Revenue Balances
2014-15 Outturn v 2015-16 Start Budget v 2015-16 Outturn
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GRAPH 4.4
PRIMARY SCHOOLS - Comparison of Uncommitted Revenue Balances
2013-14 v 2014-15 v 2015-16
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NB: for the purposes of this Report the 2014-15 Uncommitted Revenue Balances of those schools that converted to Academy status
during 2015-16 have been excluded.
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GRAPH 4.5
SECONDARY SCHOOLS - Comparison of Uncommitted Revenue Balances
2013-14 v 2014-15 v 2015-16
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GRAPH 4.6
SPECIAL SCHOOLS- Comparison of Uncommitted Revenue Balances
2013-14 v 2014-15 v 2015-16
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GRAPH 4.7
PRIMARY SCHOOLS - Total Revenue Balances v Uncommitted Revenue Balances
both as a percentage of Core Funding for 2015-16
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NB: Osbaldwick Primary's Total Revenue Balance represents 34.7% of Core funding

1. For the purposes of this Report the data excludes those schools that converted to Academy status during the year.
2. Core Funding includes Section 251 Resource Allocation as well as Infant Class Size Funding, EYSFF allocation and Sixth Form
Funding
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GRAPH 4.8
SECONDARY SCHOOLS -Total Revenue Balances v Uncommitted Revenue Balances
both as a percentage of Core Funding for 2015-16
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GRAPH 4.9
SPECIAL SCHOOLS - Total Revenue Balance v Uncommitted Revenue Balances
both as a percentage of Core Funding for 2015-16
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DfE
No.

Total
Committed
Total
Total
Capital
Revenue
Reserves
Balance @ Balance @ Balance @ Identified Uncommitt 31/03/2016 31/03/2016 31/03/2016 by Schools ed Balance

School Name
Column reference

1000
2000
2001
2002
2003
2007
2008
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2024
2027
2028
2058
2169
2176
2227
2240
2241
2349
2386
2428
2429
2430
2431
3002
3003
3151
3152
3156
3158
3159
3222
3229

St Paul's Nursery (incl'g ERC)
Acomb CP
Hempland Primary
Carr Junior
Carr Infant
Dringhouses
Fishergate Primary
Knavesmire
Park Grove
Copmanthorpe Primary
Poppleton Road
Yearsley Grove Primary
Scarcroft Primary
Westfield Primary (incl'g ERC)
Clifton Green Primary
Burton Green (including ERC)
Woodthorpe Primaary
Hob Moor Primary
Ralph Butterfield Primary
Skelton CP
Osbaldwick Primary
Stockton on Forest
Wigginton Primary
Headlands Primary,Haxby
Rufforth
Bishopthorpe Infant
Lakeside
Tang Hall CP
Clifton with Rawcliffe Primary
Badger Hill
St Barnabas
St Paul's CE Primary
Dunnington CE Primary
Elvington CE Primary
St.Oswald's CE (incl'g ERC)
Lord Deramore's Primary
Naburn
St Mary's
Archbishop of York CE Junior

A

47,352
5,429
135,349
75,560
136,183
129,304
79,409
257,024
67,587
83,645
64,230
117,808
128,788
227,901
78,908
46,158
183,958
13,812
26,549
54,338
335,158
73,136
85,907
61,268
56,328
(246)
42,637
143,504
130,603
(135)
10,614
118,473
60,227
77,303
145,074
87,163
75,636
54,123
57,590

B

C
A-B

40,356
(667)
46,439
(8,754)
7,839
(505)
9,700
27,718
0
17,373
90
9,785
(707)
56,700
16,869
0
16,775
9,141
10,266
18,932
(3,081)
19,451
24,236
18,179
9,870
538
6,071
610
65,053
5,698
(1,040)
9,221
6,345
(1,399)
8,627
19,124
9,874
3,868
251

6,996
6,097
88,909
84,314
128,344
129,809
69,708
229,307
67,587
66,271
64,140
108,022
129,496
171,201
62,039
46,158
167,184
4,671
16,283
35,406
338,239
53,686
61,671
43,090
46,458
(783)
36,566
142,894
65,549
(5,833)
11,654
109,252
53,882
78,702
136,447
68,039
65,762
50,255
57,339

D

0
0
40,227
26,000
55,000
60,000
0
130,937
0
0
267
17,000
38,794
38,279
0
0
80,000
0
0
801
265,928
45,915
4,500
18,659
16,000
6,472
0
89,435
0
1,882
19,630
64,190
33,893
37,500
34,287
15,000
39,952
16,000
0

E
C-D

6,996
6,097
48,682
58,314
73,344
69,809
69,708
98,370
67,587
66,271
63,873
91,022
90,702
132,922
62,039
46,158
87,184
4,671
16,283
34,605
72,311
7,771
57,171
24,431
30,458
(7,255)
36,566
53,459
65,549
(7,715)
(7,976)
45,062
19,989
41,202
102,160
53,039
25,810
34,255
57,339

Core
Funding
2015-16
(see Note
below)
F

351,860
839,004
1,201,465
908,045
1,054,268
942,986
976,792
1,339,295
968,970
1,194,334
1,314,718
1,238,518
1,043,280
2,028,096
1,428,655
857,260
1,293,987
1,360,455
941,216
471,477
974,622
423,983
919,394
972,605
389,589
645,952
1,066,628
772,267
1,857,483
644,368
811,059
606,261
775,252
526,686
1,381,733
714,473
381,609
431,130
820,011

Resource
Allocation
as 5% or 8%
G
F x 5% or 8%

28,149
67,120
96,117
72,644
84,341
75,439
78,143
107,144
77,518
95,547
105,177
99,081
83,462
162,248
114,292
68,581
103,519
108,836
75,297
37,718
77,970
33,919
73,552
77,808
31,167
51,676
85,330
61,781
148,599
51,549
64,885
48,501
62,020
42,135
110,539
57,158
30,529
34,490
65,601

Minimum
Level
H

25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000

Total Claw
Amount of
Back Amount Committed
Maximum
based on
Reserves
Permitted Uncommitted Offsetting
Balance
Balance
Clawback
I
Greater of
G or H

28,149
67,120
96,117
72,644
84,341
75,439
78,143
107,144
77,518
95,547
105,177
99,081
83,462
162,248
114,292
68,581
103,519
108,836
75,297
37,718
77,970
33,919
73,552
77,808
31,167
51,676
85,330
61,781
148,599
51,549
64,885
48,501
62,020
42,135
110,539
57,158
30,529
34,490
65,601

J
E-I

K
C-I-J

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7,240
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
11,671
44,003
54,370
0
122,163
0
0
0
8,941
38,794
8,953
0
0
63,665
0
0
0
260,269
19,767
0
0
15,291
0
0
81,112
0
0
0
60,751
0
36,567
25,908
10,881
35,233
0
0
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DfE
No.

Total
Committed
Total
Total
Capital
Revenue
Reserves
Balance @ Balance @ Balance @ Identified Uncommitt 31/03/2016 31/03/2016 31/03/2016 by Schools ed Balance

School Name
Column reference

A

B

C
A-B

D

E
C-D

Core
Funding
2015-16
(see Note
below)
F

Resource
Allocation
as 5% or 8%
G
F x 5% or 8%

Minimum
Level
H

Total Claw
Amount of
Back Amount Committed
Maximum
based on
Reserves
Permitted Uncommitted Offsetting
Balance
Balance
Clawback
I
Greater of
G or H

J
E-I

K
C-I-J

3302
Heworth CE Primary
3305
St Lawrences' CE
3380
Wheldrake CE Primary
3401
St Aelred's RC
3402
St.George's RC Primary
3403
St Wilfrid's
3901
New Earswick
3904
Our Lady Queen of Martyrs'
Totals for Primary Schools

56,001
92,588
3,745
89,869
131,961
55,639
106,516
119,707
4,229,680

0
11,351
0
0
0
0
(899)
0
489,297

56,001
81,237
3,745
89,869
131,961
55,639
107,414
119,707
3,740,383

23,397
13,000
0
34,225
71,961
0
49,052
18,000
1,406,183

32,604
494,682
68,237
885,985
3,745
704,789
55,644
710,466
60,000
803,525
55,639
920,748
58,362
808,323
101,707 1,468,013
2,334,201 43,666,317

39,575
70,879
56,383
56,837
64,282
73,660
64,666
117,441
3,493,305

25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
1,175,000

39,575
70,879
56,383
56,837
64,282
73,660
64,666
117,441
3,493,305

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7,240

16,427
10,358
0
33,032
67,679
0
42,749
2,266
1,070,850

4003
Canon Lee
4063
Huntington
4153
Fulford (including ERC)
4229
Millthorpe
4508
Joseph Rowntree
4702
All Saints RC VA Secondary
4703
York High School (incl'g ERC)
Totals for Secondary Schools
.
1100
Danesgate Community
7032
Applefileds School
7033
Hob Moor Oaks
Totals for Special Schools
.
Totals for All Schools

182,222
199,771
305,239
(27,997)
316,270
(61,566)
301,561
1,215,499

53,273
(365,114)
107,638
34
89,455
0
111,042
(3,671)

128,949
564,884
197,601
(28,031)
226,815
(61,566)
190,519
1,219,170

8,500
511,614
122,545
0
44,787
0
190,519
877,965

120,449 2,918,342
53,270 6,874,064
75,056 6,128,227
(28,031) 4,265,516
182,028 5,984,962
(61,566) 5,669,147
0 4,215,062
341,205 36,055,320

145,917
343,703
306,411
213,276
299,248
283,457
210,753
1,802,766

25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
175,000

145,917
343,703
306,411
213,276
299,248
283,457
210,753
1,802,766

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
221,181
0
0
0
0
0
221,181

143,780
(2,956)
247,439
388,263

13,646
26,011
26,522
66,179

130,134
(28,967)
220,917
322,084

237,000
5,380
40,000
282,380

2,644,814
3,042,247
2,406,780
8,093,841

211,585
243,380
192,542
647,507

25,000
25,000
25,000
75,000

211,585
243,380
192,542
647,507

0
0
0
0

0
0
28,375
28,375

5,833,443

551,805

5,281,638

2,566,528

2,715,110 87,815,478

5,943,579

1,425,000

5,943,579

7,240

1,320,406

Note:

(106,866)
(34,347)
180,917
39,704

Core Funding comprises a School's Section 251 Resource Allocation plus Infants Class Size Funding, EYSFF Allocations and Sixth Form Funding

ANNEX 6
Table 6.1 : Requests from schools to commit Revenue Reserves to purposes other than those specified in section 4.22 of the LMS Scheme
DfE
No.

School Name

2016 Scarcroft Primary

Resource Maximum
Total
Total
Uncommitted
Allocation Permitted Revenue
Balance
Committed
Requests from schools
2015-16
Balance Balance @
Reserves
31/03/2016
Identified by
Schools
Amount
Reason given by School
1,043,280
83,462
129,496
90,702
38,794
3,008 Balance of Community Focused Extended
School Activity Funds

2176 Osbaldwick Primary

974,622

77,970

338,239

72,311

265,928

2227 Stockton on Forest

423,983

33,919

53,686

7,771

45,915

2241 Headlands Primary,Haxby

972,605

77,808

43,090

24,431

18,659

3901 New Earswick

808,323

64,666

107,414

58,362

49,052

0
4,215,062

0
210,753

0
190,519

0
0

0
190,519

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

.
4703 York High School (incl'g ERC)

.
.
.
.
TOTAL

265,928 Additional Payroll Costs to be paid from
amalgamation funding with agreement of
senior L.A. Management
8,420 Compromise agreement including
professional fees reached in 2015-16 but to
be implimented in 2016-17
5,118 Salary of SEN TA allocated to a Statemented
pupil
8,918 Comprise agreement reached late in year so
to be paid in 2016-17.
10,000 Provision for recruitment and retention
allowance for senior teachers to be recruited
for September 2016.
18,918
0
7,000 Payment for 2 x 3 year Licences due in 201617
78,884
To cover increase to Employers' National
Insurance Contributions.
85,884
0
0
0
0
387,276

Claw Back Claw Back
if request if request
approved
not
approved
7,240

0

0

Officer Recommendation

10,248 Permit - School should have
declared this balance in a different
category.
260,269 Permit - school expanded 1st Sept
2013 to accommodation pupils from
Derwent Infants and Junior
0 Permit - process delayed by sickness
absence.

0

0 Reject - should be funded from
funding received in the year the costs
are incurred.
2,615 Permit - member of staff did not
resign until 31st March 2016.
3,697 Permit - related to conclusion of
compromise agreement noted above.

0
0

12,615
0
0 Reject - unexpired portion of the total
cost should have be accured.
0 Reject - should be funded from
funding received in the year the costs
are incurred.
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
7,240

Table 6.2 : Revenue Reserves committed by schools to a purpose permitted in section 4.22 of the LMS Scheme that fall outside the scope of the Scheme
DfE
No.

.

.

School Name

Reserves committed to specific permitted purposes
Resource Maximum
Total
Uncommitted
Total
Allocation Permitted Revenue
Balance
Committed but falling outside the scope of the LMS
2015-16
Balance Balance @
Reserves
31/03/2016
Identified by
Amount
Reason given by School
Schools
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Claw Back Claw Back
if request if request
approved
not
approved

0
0

0
0
0
0
0

Officer Recommendation

ANNEX 6
Table 6.1 : Requests from schools to commit Revenue Reserves to purposes other than those specified in section 4.22 of the LMS Scheme
DfE
No.

School Name

2016 Scarcroft Primary
2176 Osbaldwick Primary

2227 Stockton on Forest

.

.
4703 York High School (incl'g ERC)

.
.
.
.
TOTAL

Resource Maximum
Total
Uncommitted
Total
Balance
Committed
Allocation Permitted Revenue
Requests from schools
Reserves
2015-16
Balance Balance @
Identified by
31/03/2016
Schools
Amount
Reason given by School
1,043,280
83,462
129,496
90,702
38,794
3,008 Balance of Community Focused Extended
School Activity Funds
974,622
77,970
338,239
72,311
265,928 265,928 Additional Payroll Costs to be paid from
amalgamation funding with agreement of
senior L.A. Management
423,983
33,919
53,686
7,771
45,915
8,420 Compromise agreement including
professional fees reached in 2015-16 but to
be implimented in 2016-17
18,918
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

0

0

4,215,062

210,753

190,519

0

190,519

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
7,000 Payment for 2 x 3 year Licences due in 201617
78,884 To cover increase to Employers' National
85,884
0
0
0
0
387,276

Claw Back Claw Back
if request if request
not
approved
approved
7,240
0

0

10,248 Permit - School should have
declared this balance in a different
260,269 Permit - school expanded 1st Sept
2013 to accommodation pupils from
Derwent Infants and Junior
0 Permit - process delayed by sickness
absence.

0
0

12,615
0

0

0

0
0
0
0
0
7,240

Officer Recommendation

0 Reject - unexpired portion of the total
cost should have be accured.
0 Reject - should be funded from
0
0
0
0
0

Table 6.2 : Revenue Reserves committed by schools to a purpose permitted in section 4.22 of the LMS Scheme that fall outside the scope of the Scheme
DfE
No.

.

.

School Name

Reserves committed to specific permitted purposes
Uncommitted
Total
Resource Maximum
Total
Balance
Committed but falling outside the scope of the LMS
Allocation Permitted Revenue
Amount
Reason given by School
Reserves
2015-16
Balance Balance @
Identified by
31/03/2016
Schools
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Claw Back Claw Back
if request if request
approved
not
approved

0

0

0

0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0

Officer Recommendation

Agenda Item 8

York Schools Forum

5 July 2016

Report of the Director Children’s Services, Education & Skills and the Director of
Customer & Business Support Services
DEDICATED SCHOOLS GRANT (DSG) & SCHOOLS BUDGET 2016/17
Summary
1

This report provides the forum with an analysis of the Schools Budget for the 2016/17
financial year. The report sets out how the budget has been allocated to the budget
lines within the statutory Section 251 Statement that the Local Authority (LA) is
required to provide for the DfE. A brief description of the expenditure and activity
funded by each budget line is then provided. The intention is that the forum uses this
information to gain an overview of the expenditure funded from the DSG, and then if
necessary to request further information on individual budget areas in advance of
setting the 2017/18 Schools Budget.
Background

2

At its meeting in December 2015 the forum made a number of strategic decisions
about the allocation of budgets funded from the DSG for 2016/17. The majority of
these decisions focused on the marginal or incremental changes to budgets required
from 2015/16 to 2016/17. As part of the discussions the forum asked that a further
report be presented setting out the resulting overall DSG funded budgets for 2016/17

3

As a reminder, the DSG is ring-fenced for funding the provision of education for
pupils in schools. As such it covers funding delegated to individual LA maintained
schools, academies and PVI providers through the LMS & Early Years Funding
Formula, plus funding for other pupil provision which is retained centrally by the LA
(e.g. SEN, PRUs, Behaviour Support, Home & Hospital Tuition, School
Contingencies etc.). In addition some DSG funding is also retained centrally by the
LA for a small range of services directly supporting provision for pupils.

4

The LA itself cannot use the DSG for any purpose other than Schools Budget
funding, although with the permission of the Schools Forum contributions are being
made to the following areas:
• Combined budgets supporting Every Child Matters objectives where there is a
clear educational benefit.
• Prudential Borrowing, where overall net savings to the Schools Budget have
been demonstrated.
• Some SEN transport costs, again only where there is a net Schools Budget
saving.

The Schools Budget 2016/17
5

Annex 1 presents the LA table from the Section 251 submission that the LA has
submitted to the DfE. This shows that the total estimated Schools Budget for
2016/17 is £119.251m. Further analysis and description of the individual budget lines
is set out in the following paragraphs.
Line 1.0.1 Individual Schools Budget (£103.007m)

6

The Individual Schools Budget (ISB) includes all of the LMS formula funding for
York’s maintained schools/academies and funding for early years settings delivered
through the Early Years Single Funding Formula. In addition the basic guaranteed
£10,000 per place funding for special schools, ERCs in mainstream schools and
alternative provision schools (Danesgate) comes under the ISB heading. Sixth form
funding allocations are also included within the ISB.
Lines 1.1.1 to 1.1.9 De-Delegated Items (£0.521m gross)

7

This represents the funding that schools have agreed (via the Schools Forum) to
hand back to the LA to allow the LA to provide a small number of services to
maintained primary and secondary schools. Funding cannot be de-delegated directly
from academies but academies are free to buy into these services (except
contingency) on an individual basis if they wish. The de-delegated services for
2016/17 are:
•

General Schools Contingency (Primary £48k / Secondary £26k)

•

Behaviour Support Outreach Service (Primary £171k)

•

Traveller Support Service (Primary £98k / Secondary £74k)

•

Free School Meals Eligibility Service (Primary £28k / Secondary £31k)

•

School Trade Union Facility Time (Primary £30k / Secondary £16k)

Lines 1.2.1 to 1.2.3 High Needs Top Up Funding (£8.714m)
8

9

High needs top ups are allocated for all pupils where the cost of funding the needs of
the pupil exceeds the core funding provided for such a pupil within the ISB allocation
for the school or setting, for example:
•

Mainstream pupils whose SEN costs exceed £6,000 per year (c12.5 LSA hours
per week)

•

Special School or ERC pupils whose total costs exceed £10,000 per year

•

Alternative Provision (Danesgate pupils) whose total costs exceed £10,000 per
year.

•

Post 16 SEN provision.

Unlike ISB funding which is only allocated to York schools, the LA is required to fund
the high needs top ups of all York pupils wherever their provision is based. This
includes providing funding to other LA schools and independent out of city special
schools where appropriate.

Line 1.2.4 Additional Targeted High Needs Funding for Mainstream Schools &
Academies (£0.178m)
10

This funding is allocated to mainstream schools and academies to meet additional
high needs support costs below the £6,000 threshold where the high needs element
of the school funding formula is deemed insufficient for schools with higher than
expected numbers of SEN pupils. Previously schools were required to make bids
against this SEN contingency budget. However, from 2014/15 the LA has been
required to allocate this on a transparent and predictable basis. The allocation
methodology is as follows:
Funding will be allocated to schools based on the number of statemented pupils
(excluding ERC pupils) triggering LA top up funding above an annually agreed
threshold. Separate thresholds will be set for primary schools (1% for 2016/17) and
secondary schools (2% for 2016/17). The calculations will be based on pupil number
and statement data at the time of the preceding October Census (i.e. October 2015
for the 2016/17 financial year). Each fte statemented pupil above the threshold will
generate an additional £6,000 of funding for the school.
Example 1:
A primary school with 5 statemented pupils and 250 pupils on roll at the October
2015 census:
5 / 250 x 100 = 2% statemented pupils
2% - 1% primary threshold = 1% above the threshold
1% x 250 pupils = 2.5 pupils above the threshold
2.5 pupils x £6,000 = £15,000 of additional funding
Example 2:
A secondary school with 25 statemented pupils and 1,000 pupils on roll at the
October 2015 census:
25 / 1,000 x 100 = 2.5% statemented pupils
2.5% - 2% secondary threshold = 0.5% above the threshold
0.5% x 1,000 pupils = 5 pupils above the threshold
5 pupils x £6,000 = £30,000 of additional funding
Line 1.2.5 SEN Support Services (£1.949m)

11

SEN support services covers the costs of non-delegated centrally retained specialist
SEN support for statemented and non-statemented pupils. It includes the following:
• Visual & Hearing Impairment
• Autism Support
• Physical Impairment
• Specialist Teaching including early years
• Mental Health Support for Schools
• Portage
• Early Support
• YILTS
• LAC Teacher
• Contribution to The Glen respite care centre
• General SEN Support

Line 1.2.6 Hospital Education Services (£0.216m)
12

This budget funds the costs of educating children in hospital settings.
Line 1.2.8 Support for Inclusion (£0.432m)

13

Support for inclusion includes centrally retained budgets funding expenditure in the
following areas:
• Nurture Groups
• Integrated Services for Disabled Children
• SEN Transitions Team
• Special School Outreach
Line 1.2.12 Carbon Reduction Commitment (CRC) Allowances (£0.005m)

14

This covers the estimated cost of the purchase of CRC allowances in relation to
PRUs in the LA’s area (only Danesgate for York). PRUs, unlike other maintained
schools and academies, will remain part of the CRC scheme in 2016/17.
Line 1.3.1 Central Expenditure on Children Under 5 (£0.266m)

15

This line covers the total funding that is centrally retained to support 2, 3 and 4 year
old provision in both maintained and PVI settings. The LA has made a £50k saving
on this budget for 2016/17.
Line 1.4.1 Contribution to Combined Budgets (£1.966m)

16

Under the school finance regulations schools can agree (through the Schools Forum)
to allow the LA to use DSG funding to support certain central services that have a
wider educational benefit or generate a net overall saving to the Schools Budget.
These contributions are now limited to a maximum of the amounts agreed up to
2012/13 and no new contributions are allowed.

17

A significant proportion of this funding relates to former standards fund grants that
were mainstreamed in 2011/12. At that time a total of £12.494m of standards fund
grants were transferred into the DSG. Of this £11.303m was delegated directly to
schools or other settings through the LMS formula or other mechanisms. As the
remaining £1.191m of standards fund allocations were supporting central services
the Schools Forum agreed to allow this to continue in the following areas:
• School Improvement Service (£0.641m)
• Children’s Centres on school sites (£0.355m)
• Contribution to Schools Broadband Contract (£0.195m)

18

The remaining funding retained under the combined budget heading relates to three
specific decisions made prior to 2012/13 by the Schools Forum:
•

Children Looked After (£0.400m). This is used to support a combined budget
for managing education and care placement costs for the city’s CLA population,
and the development of a high quality local fostering programme. This followed a
report on the placement strategy for CLA that was presented to the lead Member
for Children’s Services in 2006. This report set out the advantages both for the

individual children’s care and education and financially of the approach being
taken. This contribution, towards a totalling fostering budget of £3.4m, has
allowed the LA to significantly reduce the number of children in out of city
placements. Local placements and their associated education costs are
significantly lower than more expensive external placements. This has resulted
in significant savings to the Schools Budget for the education element of these
placements with an estimated on-going annual saving of over £1.8m achieved
since 2006/07.
•

Safeguarding Advisor (Schools) (£0.050m). This funding, agreed in 2009/10,
allows the LA to employ an additional post within the Safeguarding Unit with a
specific role of supporting schools to deliver on their safeguarding duties.

•

Schools Causing Concern (£0.200m) / School Improvement Topslice
(£0.125m). Although this funding is initially retained centrally by the school
improvement service it is all ultimately either allocated to individual schools or
spent on activity supporting improvement at individual schools.

Line 1.4.2 School Admissions (£0.178m)
19

This budget contributes to the costs of the LA’s statutory functions in respect of the
schools admissions processes.
Line 1.4.3 Servicing of Schools Forums (£0.042m)

20

This covers the costs of the School Forum meetings including officer time in
preparing reports and attendance, and other associated costs such as consultations
linked to specific School Forum related decisions.
Line 1.4.4 Termination of Employment Costs (£0.383m)

21

School redundancy and early retirement costs where the revenue savings achieved
by the termination of employment to which they relate are greater than the costs
incurred. The costs charged to this budget only relate to decisions made prior to
2013/14. For information, the total expenditure incurred by the LA on school staff
redundancy is expected to be in excess of £1m in 2016/17.
Line 1.4.7 Prudential Borrowing Costs (£0.605m)

22

This budget is set aside to fund the repayment of loans for school building capital
works where the investment contributes towards an overall net revenue saving to the
Schools Budget. This is another area where the tightening of the regulations means
that further expenditure above this level will not be permitted. Contributions to the
following schemes are covered by the current budget provision:
• York High School (Merger of Lowfield and Oaklands Secondary Schools)
• Clifton with Rawcliffe Primary School (Merger of Clifton without Junior and
Rawcliffe Infants Schools)
• Our Lady Queen of Martyrs Primary School (Merger of Our Lady’s and English
Martyrs Primary Schools)
• Burnholme Community College closure – provision of additional secondary
school places at other schools

Line 1.4.10 Pupil Growth & Infant Class Sizes (£0.800m)
23

A budget of £350k is provided to fund unavoidable growth in pupil numbers at
individual schools due to demographic or other factors that are supported by the LA.
The criteria for applying the funding are:
Additional funding will be made available to schools where:
- the LA (or the school at the request, or with the support, of the LA) carries out a
formal consultation and approves an increase in the capacity of a school
- the LA requests a school to increase its published admissions number
- the LA requests a school to admit significant additional pupils (e.g. as part of a
reorganisation, school closure or other demographic pressure)
Funding will not be allocated to a school in the following circumstances:
- the school has surplus places and then takes additional pupils up to its PAN
outside of the circumstances described above
- the school admits pupils in excess of their PAN at their own choice
- the school is directed/requested to admit additional pupils as a result of errors,
appeals, fair access protocol, SEN, LAC etc.
Funding will be calculated based on the number of additional pupils admitted
multiplied by the relevant AWPU value and pro-rated for the period that the pupils
will be unfunded in the main school funding formula allocation.

24

At the request of primary schools a budget of £450k was transferred from the LMS
Funding Formula to allow more targeted allocations of funding to be made to help
support schools to deliver on their statutory requirement to maintain infant class sizes
at 30 or fewer. Funding is allocated to schools in year on an academic year basis
following the publication of the actual October census numbers.
Line 1.4.11 SEN Transport (£0.400m)

25

This relates to the strategy around reducing the number and cost of out of city
placements and is linked to the local fostering contribution described at paragraph
18. The rationale for charging the costs to the Schools Budget is that as external
placements are reduced, and more children are retained within the city, then
significant savings accrue to the Schools Budget for the education element of the
provision. However a knock on consequence is that as education provision is made
within York inevitably the local transport costs for this group of high needs children
increases.

26

Overall, as referred to in paragraph 18, it is estimated that on-going annual savings
to the Schools Budget of over £1.8m have been delivered through the placement
strategy. Therefore, after taking account of the increased charges to the Schools
Budget of £0.4m for local fostering and £0.4m for SEN transport, the strategy has still
delivered a net Schools Budget saving of a least £1m per year.

Line 1.4.13 Exceptions Agreed by the Secretary of State (£0.110m)
27

This budget is retained centrally to fund the costs of a number of school copyright
licence agreements that are now negotiated nationally by the DfE for all publicly
funded schools and charged to LAs rather than to individual schools. For 2016/17
these are:
• The Copyright Licensing Agency licence
• The School Printed Music licence
• The Newspaper Licensing Agency Schools licence
• The Educational Recording Agency licence
• The Public Video Screening licence
• The Motion Picture Licensing Company licence
• The Performing Right Society licence
• The Phonographic Performance licence
• The Mechanical Copyright Protection Society licence
• The Christian Copyright Licensing International licence
Recommendations

28

Members of the forum are asked to note and comment on the budget information
contained in this report. In particular the forum is asked to identify any further more
detailed information it would like to receive on individual budget lines or areas. The
expectation is that this further information would help inform the forum ahead of
decisions and recommendations required in setting the 2017/18 Schools Budget.
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Annex 1 - S251 Schools Budget Summary 2016/17 – DfE Return

ANNEX 1
S251 SCHOOLS BUDGET SUMMARY 2016/17
Line
Ref.

Description

1.0.1

ISB
Individual Schools Budget (before Academy recoupment)

1.1.1
1.1.2
1.1.3
1.1.4
1.1.5
1.1.6
1.1.7
1.1.8
1.1.9

DE-DELGATED ITEMS
Contingencies
Behaviour Support Services
Support to UPEG & Bilingual Learners
Free School Meals Eligibility
Insurance
Museum & Library Service
Licences & Subscriptions
Staff Costs - Supply Cover excluding cover for Facility Time
Staff Costs - Supply Cover for Facility Time

1.2.1
1.2.2
1.2.3
1.2.4
1.2.5
1.2.6
1.2.7
1.2.8
1.2.9
1.2.10
1.2.11
1.2.12

HIGH NEEDS BUDGET
Top Up Funding - Maintained Schools
Top Up Funding - Academies, Free Schools & Colleges
Top Up & Other Funding - Non-Maintained & Independent Providers
Additional Targeted High Needs Funding for Mainstream Schools & Academies
SEN Support Services
Hospital Education Services
Other Alternative Provision Services
Support for Inclusion
Special Schools & PRUs in Financial Difficulty
PFI & BSF Costs at Special Schools & AP PRUs
Direct Payments (SEN & Disability)
Carbon Reduction Committment Allowances PRUs

1.3.1

EARLY YEARS BUDGET
Central Expenditure on Children Under 5

1.4.1
1.4.2
1.4.3
1.4.4
1.4.5
1.4.6
1.4.7
1.4.8
1.4.9
1.4.10
1.4.11
1.4.12
1.4.13

CENTRAL PROVISION WITHIN SCHOOLS BUDGET
Contribution to Combined Budgets
School Admissions
Servicing of Schools Forums
Termination of Employment Costs
Falling Rollls Fund
Capital Expenditure from Revenue (CERA)
Prudential Borrowing Costs
Fees to Independent Schools Without SEN
Equal Pay - Back Pay
Pupil Growth & Infant Class Sizes
SEN Transport
Exceptions Agreed by the Secretary of State
Other Items

1.5.1

Other Specific Grants

1.6.1

TOTAL SCHOOLS BUDGET (Before Academy Recoupment)

Early
Years
£

Primary
£

6,576,842

Secondary
£

47,591,135

44,909,067

47,772
170,906
97,699
27,967
0
0
0
0
29,858

25,564
0
73,833
31,035
0
0
0
0
15,978

28,300
0
71,700
0
462,976

448,960
269,050
0
164,000
852,530

610,480
194,000
0
14,000
609,078

0
0

0
200,426

0
151,646

0

0

0

Special
& AP
£

Post
School
£

Gross
£

3,930,000

Income
£

103,007,044
73,336
170,906
171,532
59,002
0
0
0
0
45,835

3,630,000
0
2,424,150

0
363,280
674,120

24,670
216,225
0
79,947
0
0
0
5,000

0
0
0

0

265,600

Net
£
103,007,044

(73,336)
(170,906)
(171,532)
(59,002)
0
0
0
0
(45,835)

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

4,717,740
826,330
3,169,970
178,000
1,949,254
216,225
0
432,019
0
0
0
5,000

4,717,740
826,330
3,169,970
178,000
1,949,254
216,225
0
432,019
0
0
0
5,000

265,600

265,600
1,966,000
178,070
41,510
382,830
0
0
605,000
0
0
800,000
400,000
0
110,000
0

36,055
3,370
2,649
7,246
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2,082

1,129,028
100,208
22,291
215,435
0
0
82,000
0
0
600,000
0
0
61,902

769,895
71,592
15,925
153,915
0
0
523,000
0
0
200,000
0
0
44,225

31,022
2,900
645
6,234
0
0
0
0
0
0
400,000
0
1,791

0
0
0

1,966,000
178,070
41,510
382,830
0
0
605,000
0
0
800,000
400,000
0
110,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

7,456,820

52,111,167

48,413,233

10,752,584

1,037,400

119,771,204

(520,611)

119,250,593

Agenda Item

York Schools Forum

5 July 2016

Report of the Director Children’s Services, Education & Skills and the Director of Customer &
Business Support Services
SCHOOL BUDGET DE-DELEGATIONS FOR 2017/18
Summary
1

This report reminds the forum of the current status of de-delegated budgets, and
asks the forum to consider if there is any further information they will require in order
for a formal decision to be made on each de-delegation at the next meeting of the
forum in September.
Current 2016/17 De-Delegations

2

For 2016/17 the forum has agreed to de-delegate the following central budgets and
services back to the LA.
Centrally Held Budgets

Schools General Contingency
Teachers’ Panel

3

Centrally Funded Services
£000
73
46

FSM Eligibility Assessment Service

£000
50

Traveller Education Service

172

Behaviour Support Outreach Service
(Primary Schools Only)

171

The following paragraphs provide more detail on the current position for each dedelegation.
Schools General Contingency

4

This small budget has been used in the past by the LA to support significant but
unexpected expenditure in some schools on an exceptional basis. The current dedelegation is set at £4 per pupil. Examples from previous years include:
•

Significant legal costs supporting employment tribunals.

•

Funding of compromise agreements in certain circumstances.

•

Backfill costs following the suspension of a headteacher.

•

Uninsured continuing education costs following a school fire.

Teachers Panel
5

The teachers’ panel arrangement is the primary mechanism for the LA, on behalf of
schools, to consult with teaching staff across the city. Each trade union is

represented on the panel, with the bulk of the budget being spent on funding the
salaries of panel members, or backfill arrangements in the individual home schools of
the panel members.
6

This de-delegation has been the subject of significant discussions during previous
years’ budget setting processes, and a reduction of c50% since de-delegation was
first introduced in 2013/14. The table below sets out the agreed reductions in
allocations from the 2013/14 academic year to the 2016/17 academic year.
Teachers Panel Backfill Funding 2013-16
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
Academic Academic Academic
Year
Year
Year
ATL
0.40 fte
0.30 fte
0.20 fte
NASUWT
0.40 fte
0.30 fte
0.20 fte
NUT
0.40 fte
0.30 fte
0.20 fte
NAHT
6 Days pa 4 Days pa 3 Days pa
ASCL
6 Days pa 4 Days pa 3 Days pa
Unison
0.75 fte
0.50 fte
0.40 fte
GMB
0.09 fte
0.06 fte
0.04 fte
Panel Secretary
0.35 fte
0.25 fte
0.20 fte
Estimated Cost
£86,980
£63,170
£44,740

2016/17
Academic
Year *
0.20 fte 1 Day per Week
0.20 fte 1 Day per Week
0.20 fte 1 Day per Week
3 Days per Year
3 Days per Year
0.40 fte 2 Days per Week
0.05 fte 1 Day per Month
0.20 fte 1 Day per Week
£46,030

* Note - the forum has only agreed funding until 31 March 2017
7

The forum has already asked the teachers’ panel to provide a detailed account of
how the funded time allocations shown in the table above are spent before any
further de-delegation will be considered.
Free School Meal Eligibility Assessment Services

8

The FSM eligibility service is provided as part of the overall School Services Team
(with the team also covering a range of work from management of the admissions
process to organising all of the city’s home to school transport arrangements which
are not subject to de-delegation).

9

Given the nature of the service this is not something that the LA believes could be
broken down into smaller elements. Schools will need to either agree to dedelegation so that they can continue to access the service in the current way, or
retain the funding themselves but accept that access to the service will then no
longer be available. As the identification of one extra FSM pupil would generate
c£3.5k in additional funding for a school, the annual de-delegation amounts (£24.96
per primary FSM pupil / £49.04 per secondary FSM pupil) are considered modest
compared to the potential additional funding.
Traveller Education Service

10

This is another service that has been subject to significant discussion and debate in
previous years. This resulted in the ceasing of the de-delegation for the EAL service
but an agreement to support de-delegation for a traveller only service. The current
de-delegation amounts are:
Primary:

£4.63 per pupil

£17.40 per FSM pupil
£11.45 per LPA pupil
Secondary:

£6.44 per pupil
£30.29 per FSM pupil
£13.46 per LPA pupil

Behaviour Support Outreach Service
11

The service is provided to primary schools through the Danesgate Community and is
often referred to as the Danesgate Outreach Service. Under its current central dedelegated form it is provided to schools in addition to the Danesgate provision for
individually named pupils. The current de-delegation amounts are:
£3.24 per pupil
£54.11 per FSM pupil
£35.77 per LPA pupil
Recommendations

12

Members of the forum are asked to consider what additional information, if any, they
will require in advance of making formal decisions on de-delegations for 2017/18 at
the next meeting of the forum in September.
Contact Details
Author:
Richard Hartle
Head of Finance:
Adults, Children and
Education
Tel: 01904 554225
email:
richard.hartle@york.gov.uk

Chief Officers Responsible for the Report:
Jon Stonehouse
Director of Children’s Services, Education & Skills
Tel: 01904 554200
Ian Floyd
Director of Customer and Business Support Services
Tel: 01904 551100
Report Approved

√

Date

For further information please contact the author of the report

16 June 2016
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Schools Forum 5th July 2016
Proposal for the creation and use of a School Improvement
Innovation Fund as part of the School Improvement Strategic
Commissioning Plan for 2016-17
Background
In April 2016 Schools Forum agreed to the use of funding from the Dedicated
Schools Grant (DSG) to continue to be used to support the School Improvement
Strategic Commissioning Plan for 2016-17.
The draft commissioning plan was presented to Schools Forum in April 2016 and
proposed a change to the use of the £125,000 School Improvement Commissioning
Fund previously used to support school improvement activity in the six geographical
clusters. The draft commissioning plan proposed to allocate £60,000 to support
cluster improvement plans in 2016-17 with the balance of the School Improvement
Commissioning Fund (£65,000) being used to create an School Improvement
Innovation Fund to support school -led innovation plans generated by groups of
schools; this could include an allocation of £5,000 to the Small Schools Partnership.
It was proposed that these plans would be submitted to the School Improvement
Commissioning Group (SICG) who would evaluate the plans and award funding to
support collaborative work focused on improving outcomes for identified groups of
children e.g. lower attainers, higher attainers, SEND etc.
Following discussion by of Schools Forum in April it was agreed that it would be
helpful to prioritise the use of additional funding to projects to support children’s
social, emotional mental health and well-being. This paper has been produced at the
request of Schools Forum to provide details about the proposed creation and use of
the School Improvement Innovation Fund.

Proposed use of the School Improvement Innovation Fund in 201617
Proposal 1: That £65,000 should be allocated from the School Improvement
Innovation Fund to support the full roll out of the CAMHs School Cluster
Project from September 2016.
During 2015-16 York has initiated the CAMHS School Cluster Pilot Project (Annex 1)
The CAMHS School Cluster Pilot has been an innovative response to the priorities
outlined in the DfE and DOH joint report ‘Future in Mind: Promoting, Protecting and
improving our children and young people’s mental health and well-being’(2015). The
‘Future in Mind’ report closely aligned with the vision articulated within York’s vision

to ‘secure good mental and emotional well-being for all children and young people
across the city to ensure that they achieve their optimal potential’.
The CAMHS School Cluster pilot project started in September 2015 and was funded
by the City of York Council. The aim of the project was to introduce a new form of
partnership working in school clusters which would build capacity to strengthen
emotional and mental health support in schools. The project has been piloted in the
East and Southbank clusters and has resulted in the introduction of Cluster Wellbeing Workers. The Well-being Workers are managed by the Local Authority,
clinically supervised by CAMHS and based in schools. During the pilot the WellBeing Workers have focused on four key areas of work;
1. Training and Continuous Professional Development
2. Consultation, Advice and Support
3. Facilitating pathways to different care and support, including specialist
services
4. Working in partnership to deliver evidence based direct work with children,
young people and parents
The interim evaluation of the project (Annex 1) has shown that this innovative
approach to building early intervention capacity in schools is delivering significant
benefits and as a result the roll out of the project across all clusters is planned for
September 2016. The approach taken by the CAMHS School Cluster pilot has been
given further reinforcement following the recent publication of the ‘Missed
Opportunities’ report (June 2016) by the Centre for Mental Health (Annex 2). This
report highlights the importance of early intervention and the barriers caused by ‘poor
mental health literacy’ which causes uncertainty for parents, children, teachers and
other professionals about whether there is a need to seek help and also what help is
available. The CAMHS School Cluster pilot has been specifically targeted at
improving mental health literacy in schools; creating the capacity to respond more
effectively to children’s mental health issues and concerns. In order to ensure that
full roll out can be achieved and sustained it is proposed £55,000 from the School
Improvement Innovation Fund be used to support the appointment of 1.5FTE Cluster
Well-Being Workers. This would guarantee a Well-being Worker for each cluster for
September 2016 and would ensure that the Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG)
would fund the project up to 2020.
Proposal 2: That £10,000 should be used to support innovative school-led
projects to improve outcomes for identified groups of children.
The allocation of this funding would be determined by the submission of action plans
by groups of schools working outside of their geographical cluster groupings. The
bids for funding would be evaluated by the members of the School Improvement
Commissioning Group and would need to demonstrate;
•

That the proposed project is innovative and introduces sustainable new ways
of working

•

How the project would meet the needs of a priority group based on analysis of
performance trends and how it would improve outcomes for an identified
group of children

•

How the project would build capacity for sustainable improvement and how the
project will be evaluated

•

How the project would help to improve practice across York’s schools

•

How the project would deliver best value

In order to support both proposals 1 and 2 Schools Forum would need to agree to a
further £10,000 from the School Improvement funding within the DSG to be used.
The commitments outlined in the 2016/17 School Improvement Commissioning Plan
have created an unallocated balance of £189,320. Therefore it would be possible to
support both proposals; leaving an unallocated balance of £179,320.

Attachments
Annex 1 – Interim project report on the CAMHS cluster pilot in schools
Annex 2- Missed Opportunities Executive Summary from Centre for Mental Health
Report, June 2016.

Action required
This paper proposes to create a School Improvement Innovation Fund of £65,000.
This money was previously used to support cluster school improvement plans. In
2016-17 it is proposed that the six geographical clusters receive funding of £10,000
and that the balance of the cluster funding be invested in:
1) Supporting the full roll out of the CAMHS School Cluster from September
2016 (£65,000)
2) Creating a fund to support innovative school-led projects to improve outcomes
for identified groups of children (£10,000)
The paper asks the members of Schools Forum to approve the use of funding to
support the proposals outlined in this paper.

Contact:
Name: Maxine Squire
Job title: Assistant Director, Education and Skills
01904 553007
maxine.squire@york.gov.uk

CAMHS Cluster Pilot in Schools: Interim Project Report
April 28, 2016
Background and context
Nationally, nearly 10% of children aged 5-16 are estimated to suffer from a recognised mental health
disorder, and up to 15% require some form of support for their emotional well-being and mental health.
Local evidence within York, including a research survey with over 5000 children and young people would
suggest the issue of social and emotional mental health and wellbeing is becoming an increasing concern
particularly in schools where existing support and pastoral structures are struggling to respond effectively.
In March 2015 NHS England launched a Taskforce to develop a five-year strategy to improve mental health
outcomes for people of all ages, with the shared goal to make mental health ‘everybody’s business’. In
response to this taskforce, the DfE and DoH produced a joint report ‘Future in mind: Promoting, Protecting
and improving our children and young people’s mental health and wellbeing’ (2015)
York’s vision, as stated in the CAMHS Storyboard 2015 is to ‘Secure good mental and emotional well-being
for all children and young people across the city to ensure they achieve their optimal potential’. This vision is
underpinned by the principles within Future in Mind and is being implemented in part by the Vale of York
Transformation Plan. The Transformation plan along with other strategic objectives are accountable to and
are being driven forward by the multi agency partners within the Health and Wellbeing Board and in
particular the Child Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS) Executive Group.
One of York’s key objectives has been the initiation of a CAMHS School Cluster Pilot. This pilot project
started in September 2015, was funded by the City of York Council and Clinical Commissioning Group, with
an aim to introduce a new form of partnership working to strengthen the emotional and mental health
support arrangements for children and young people in universal school settings.
Two new mental health roles (School Wellbeing Workers) have been introduced to work in the East and
Southbank school clusters, which include 3 Secondary Schools and 17 feeder Primary Schools. The two
School Wellbeing Workers are managed by the Local Authority, clinically supervised by CAMHS and based
within mainstream schools. The workers have focused on four key areas of work;
1. Training and Continued Professional Development
2. Consultation, advice and support
3. Facilitating pathways to different care and support - including specialist services
4. Working in partnership to deliver evidenced based direct work to children, young people and parents
Their input, interventions and direct work has been targeted at an emerging level of Social, Emotional and
Mental Health (SEMH) need, and has been informed by the following evidence based approaches; Dyadic
Developmental Psychotherapy, Brief therapy, Family therapy and Solution focused work. It is anticipated
that the pilot model will deliver three key outcomes;
 The capacity and confidence of front line services to respond to the emotional and mental health needs
of children and young people in universal school settings is maximised and increased
 The number of children and young people receiving effective, evidence based and timely emotional and
mental health support and help is increased
 Children and young people feel more able to cope with emotional and mental health issues and
concerns in a school setting
A detailed evaluation framework has been developed to test and generate evidence against these three
outcomes. Baseline data has been collected through staff surveys and semi structured interviews with Head
teachers. Social, Emotional Behavioural Competencies (SEB) and Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire
(SDQ) measurement tools have been used in all direct work. Evaluation questionnaires have been completed
in group work and training workshops and case studies have been developed to demonstrate ‘what has
worked’.
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Consultations

This is a summary of the work undertaken between October
2015 and March 2016 with 394 children. The work has included
whole class sessions, consultations discussions, small group and
individual interventions. Further details regarding consultations,
121 work, group work and training is in the Appendix on page 9.
Please note there has been a change in SWW in the East Cluster
which has impacted on levels of activity across the schools.

133

Planning meetings attended

22

121 work

45

Group work

88

Universal (non targeted) work

210

Activity by year group (excluding training)

Activities

60
40
Male
49%

Female
51%

20
0
1

2

Consultation

3
121

4

5

Group

0

6

7

8

9

10

11

Year Group

10

consultation
20

training
30

group
50

60

70

80

Southbank
Cluster

East Cluster

Archbishop Holgates
Badger hill
Hempland
Heworth
Osbaldwick
St Aelred's
St lawrence
Tang Hall
All Saints
Millthorpe
Archbishop of York'sJuniors
Bishopthorpe
Carr Infants
Copmanthorpe
Dringhouses
Knavesmire
Scarcroft
St Mary's
St Paul's
St Wilfreds

121
40

Number of activities

Evaluation feedback from delegates
Increased awareness

85%

91%

Direct work in schools

SEB Measurement for direct
work with children

Increased confidence

87%

no
change
14%
decrease
14%

84%

increase
72%

Training
2

The SEB (Social,
Emotional and
Behavioural) profile
records children’s,
teacher’s and
parent’s perceptions
of a child’s social and
emotional well being
/ skills before and
after intervention
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Impact
Case study One Primary school Year 2
Year 2 boy with Speech and Language delay who attended an alternative mainstream school for 18 months.
Since being reintegrated, his behaviour has become very aggressive to other children and staff. He finds it
difficult to self regulate and struggles to control his emotions and becomes angry. He presents with a high
state of anxiety and has developed a strong attachment to his teacher. His parents are separated. He has
regular contact with his dad, but it is not always weekly. Staff are unsure of how consistently boundaries are
enforced at home. He argues a lot with his older brother, which often results in physical aggression. His
brother has accessed support from York Independent Domestic Abuse Service (IDAS) as he previously
witnessed domestic abuse from his dad.
Support and intervention by School Wellbeing Workers
The School Wellbeing Worker initially undertook a consultation with the SENCO. The young man was then
discussed at a planning meeting with SENCOs and the Educational Psychologist. After an in depth
discussion, it was agreed that the School Wellbeing Worker would complete 1:1 sessions around emotional
literacy and self regulation. A more in depth consultation was then completed with the School Wellbeing
Worker, Emotional Literacy Support Assistant (ELSA) and young man’s class teacher and a plan was agreed
together for 1:1 sessions
Initially, the School Wellbeing Worker visited the young man in class so that he became familiar with her in
his own setting, as he struggles to form relationships with new people. When the young man felt confident,
the School Wellbeing Worker completed three 1:1 sessions, these were challenging due to young person’s
disruptive behaviour. After each session the School Wellbeing Worker discussed progress and potential
strategies with the class teacher.
Outcomes after support and intervention
When 1:1 sessions had been completed the School Wellbeing Worker provided evidence to support a
referral to Danesgate Outreach Team and advised school to contact Mum to suggest the completion of a
Family Early Help Assessment (FEHA).
The young man’s behaviour continued to deteriorate, including aggressive behaviour to his peers and
teachers and disrupting others children’s learning. Danesgate outreach team conducted an observation and
consequently he was offered a place at Kestrel classroom.
Projected outcomes and pathways for child without School Wellbeing Worker support
Without the School Wellbeing Worker resource there would have not been a robust multi agency approach
to
the plan, including early intervention in his local school, to ensure he was appropriately identified for off site
educational provision. The School Wellbeing Worker discussed the young person’s needs with the PMHW in
clinical supervision, where it was agreed that he would benefit from a referral to Danesgate. This discussion
and subsequent communication with the school potentially avoided an inappropriate referral to Specialist
CAMHS
Case study two Year 11 Secondary
Year 11 girl at a York Secondary School who was referred to the School Wellbeing Worker by the school for
group work as she presented with low mood and anxiety. She was already receiving support from
Limetrees, so the School Wellbeing Worker (SWW) discussed the young woman in clinical supervision with
Primary Mental Health Worker (PMHW). It was agreed by PMHW that it was appropriate and helpful for the
young woman to receive group intervention and support by WW, as a complimentary intervention to the
1:1 support she was receiving from the CAMHS Depression, Anxiety and Self Harm clinic.
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Support and intervention by School Wellbeing Workers
The School Wellbeing Worker co-delivered 6 one and a half hour sessions with the school’s ELSA. Sessions
were based around understanding anxiety, coping with exam stress and raising self esteem, using cognitive
behavioural therapy principles, along with Dyadic Development Psychotherapy techniques. CAMHS
recommended evidence based programmes and strategies for the WW and ELSA to implement with the
group.
Progress of the 1to1 sessions was discussed (with consent) with the Community Psychiatric Nurse , this
consultation suggested that it was appropriate for her individual programme to be delivered by the WW
around a mind management model. The young person was discussed at the planning meeting and the
School Wellbeing Worker was able to give a progress update in terms of the intervention and support
provided.
Outcomes after support and intervention
The young woman found the group work very beneficial as she felt a sense of belonging, after perceiving
herself to be quite isolated. She formed friendships with other people in the group which consequently
raised her self-esteem. She built a stronger rapport with the ELSA, who runs the EMAHS learning support
room, a place where students with SEMH issues can gain support. Consequently, she felt better able to use
this facility as a result of the group. Although familiar with the CBT approaches due to accessing support
within CAMHS, she reflected how listening to her peers and being able to reflect within a group was
beneficial to her. The School Wellbeing Worker discussed and agreed the exit strategy with the Community
Psychiatric Nurse which involved supporting the young person to access support at school. As the ELSA codelivered the group work and had built a supportive relationship with the young person, the exit plan was
able to be delivered effectively.
Projected outcomes and pathways for child without School Wellbeing Worker support
Group work would not have been delivered in partnership with school staff if the School Wellbeing Worker
resource had not been in place. The group had a significant impact of the young person in developing her
self esteem, peer support and positive relationship with the ELSA. The School Wellbeing Worker up skilled
the ELSA with evidence based resources and strategies to deliver group work now and in the future. The
exit strategy and step down support within the school setting would not have been as effectively delivered
without the School Wellbeing Worker resources being in place.
Case study three Primary school Year 3
A Y3 boy was referred to the school’s School Wellbeing Worker support as he appeared to be disengaging
with his school work, and was struggling to respond if he couldn’t do the work or if it wasn’t correct. He was
eager to please, with low attainment, but he also lacked self efficacy and confidence in his ability. He lived
with his mum, dad and sibling. His attendance was 95.77%.
Support and intervention by School Wellbeing Workers
A consultation discussion took place with the pastoral lead within the school. During this discussion
presenting behaviours and concerns were discussed and what has already been tried, providing an
opportunity to explore other services involved and support that had been put in place to meet his needs. A
shared plan was then developed which involved the boy attending a self-esteem raising group for 8
consecutive weeks. The group was planned and led by the School Wellbeing Worker and delivered in
partnership with the trained Emotional Literacy Support Assistant (ELSA) within the school.
The group covered; feelings including anxiety, anger, situations that provoked certain feelings, how to deal
with negative behaviour associated with those feelings and building resilience and self esteem.
The School Wellbeing Worker met with the ELSA before each session to plan the content and afterwards to
reflect and discuss how the group had progressed, as well as the individual children’s responses and
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engagement with the work. The School Wellbeing Worker provided additional support and advice to the
ELSA around possible approaches to managing the boy’s behaviour in the classroom setting.
Outcomes after support and intervention
The boy engaged really well with the activities in the group. He was showing less ‘sulking’ behaviour and
able to manage his own behaviour better in class. The boy received the head teacher’s award, which he had
never done before, awarded for best improvement in behaviour. The ELSA is continuing to support the child
in class using the strategies discussed, building on the relationships established within the group.
Projected outcomes and pathways for child without School Wellbeing Worker support
Without support and intervention from the School Wellbeing Worker, the boy behaviour may have
escalated and further intervention and action required. The ELSA would not have felt confident to plan and
deliver the group work programme without support and benefitted from the opportunity to co-deliver an
intervention with the School Wellbeing Worker, thus building school’s capacity to offer this work with other
children in the future.
Case study Four Year 2 Primary School
An initial consultation discussion took place with the Parent Liaison Worker regarding a Year 2 girl from a
York primary school. Concerns were shared about possible traits of obsessive compulsive disorder (OCD).
Her dad died when she was two, her mum is getting married in July and her step-father is in the process of
adopting the girl. The girl now has a younger sibling and hence is part of a re-constituted family. A second
consultation discussion took place that identified further concerns around obsessive compulsive
behaviours. It was agreed to arrange a parent/school meeting to discuss options. The girl had previously
received input from Limetrees around inappropriate social skills and the Primary Mental Health Worker
(PMHW) had sent questionnaires for ADHD and Autism These resulted in no further action at that time.
There were discussions around whether the girl’s behaviour stems from loss and bereavement following
her father’s death. As an outcome of the meeting, school agreed to send a referral to the PMHW and
parents to discuss the situation with their GP.
Support and intervention by School Wellbeing Workers
The School Wellbeing Worker provided consultation discussion to the Parent Liaison Worker and also took
part in the discussion and planning meeting with parents, SENCO and teacher, providing a multi agency
approach. The School Wellbeing Worker sought advice and guidance from the PMHW about options and
ways forward which contributed to consultation and planning discussions and also supported the referral to
the PMHW. Signposting advice was given about getting support from a Bereavement Agency. The School
Wellbeing Worker worked in partnership with a Teaching Assistant (TA) in the school to deliver four 1:1
sessions with the girl. Further advice was also given to school around dealing with OCD behaviour.
Outcomes after support and intervention
GP made a referral to PMHW to assess for Autism. The girl engaged well with the joint 1:1 sessions. The
School Wellbeing Worker has withdrawn from direct engagement and has supported the TA to continue
with the 1: 1 support. Mum has received support and advice from a bereavement agency.
Projected outcomes and pathways for child without School Wellbeing Worker support
The family were engaged with the Parent Liaison Worker and the SENCO so a referral to PMHW potentially
would have happened anyway. However the School Wellbeing Workers increased communication, advice
and guidance between the school and PMHW / Limetrees and which potentially lead to a more appropriate
and effective referral. Mum may not have contacted the Bereavement Agency, without the signposting
guidance and support.
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Stakeholder feedback
Scott Butterworth, Deputy Head and Senior Pastoral Lead Millthorpe School
The cluster pilot has begun to establish a partnership model that should in the future have a real impact the
amount and quality of early intervention support within schools. At this stage it is critical that funding is
agreed and provided so that early success and learning can be built on to ensure that model is embedded
and established in schools by the start of the new academic year
Jane Nellar, St Lawrence’s Primary School Headteacher
The role of schools and teaching is changing. All mental health issues and concerns are not being picked up
by CAMHS and they are being ‘batted’ back to schools for us to pick up. This puts schools and teachers in a
difficult situation because this not our core area of expertise and there is a worry that we may not respond
effectively to children in our care. This is why it is crucial that there is a Mental Health Wellbeing Worker
resource available and based in schools to provide expertise, guidance, signposting and support. The School
Wellbeing Worker resource hopefully will enable schools to respond effectively at an early stage with
confidence, which in turn should both supplement and reduce the pressure on more specialist CAMHS
services.
Helena Fowler-Towse, SENCO and part of St Aelred’s Primary School Senior Leadership team
It is extremely valuable and beneficial for the children. The project has allowed children to have a voice
within a group work setting, providing a listening ear within a safe and secure environment where
their issues can be offloaded and discussed. It is important that parents know we as a school are supporting
children’s emotional wellbeing as well as their learning-as we know these things go hand in hand, if a child is
happy they will be a more confident learner.
Cllr Carol Runciman Chair, Health and Wellbeing Board and Cllr Jenny Brooks Executive Member for
Education, Children and Young People
Feedback to date has been extremely positive, with one of the main benefits cited by schools being the
opportunity for early advice, support and training to make sure that they are equipped to meet the
emotional and mental health needs of their children as close to the frontline as possible. Moreover, schools
in particular report that their confidence and capacity to provide early help and support to their children has
grown exponentially as a consequence of this new model.
School staff – training evaluations
Excellent presentation of the theory and research underpinning resilience, more practical examples of how
to respond to specific issues that children present, would be helpful to have case studies relating to young
people’s experience and then apply theory to help young people, made me consider how I could use
evidence based approaches in my ELSA work and resources, would like more practical advice on how to run
groups using the approaches explored, interesting, insightful, engaging, informative, need a list of practical
problem solving techniques and a clear list of options of how to deal with different situations.
Child – group evaluation
What has helped? -Talking to each other, knowing what to do when I am angry and worried, making friends
with people in the group, I have been able to verbalise feelings that feel confusing-which helps me
understand them better, talking about feelings and emotions and how to solve them.
What have you learnt? - new skills for life and coping, to do a breathing exercises to relax, about emotions
and different feelings, how to tell people how you feel, how to stand up for myself
What did you enjoy? - I really liked being part of a group, she (WW) is fun and she helps us a lot, enjoyed
making things and chats with friends in the group, working together, stress balls, making clay people.
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Do you feel more able to cope? I feel like I can share my feelings more, I know that I can talk to people and I
know how to talk now, after speaking about feelings/situations we have talked about solutions, it makes me
feel like I can open up to everyone, it makes me want to come to school far more, it has improved my mood,
it has made my self esteem go up and makes me want to get up in the morning
Professor Barry Wright, Professor of Child Psychiatry
The strength of this project has been that it has enabled cluster networks of interested professionals who
have coalesced to be a school network interested in socioemotional, psychological and mental health issues
for children in schools. In particular this has included emotional literacy support assistance (ELSAS of which
there are 200 trained in York schools). In schools pastoral care leads, SENCOS, schools nurses, year heads
and educational psychologists are all part of the network. The other great strength of the project is that it is
an integrated partnership between schools, the council and child and adolescent mental health services. It
therefore does not disrupt any care pathways, and it indeed integrates them. In this way there is a very
smooth care pathway between a School Wellbeing Worker who might see a child in school and co-work with
an ELSA or a teacher or another member of staff providing groups, individual work or supported work with
the teacher or ELSA, but where there are raised concerns or a child’s mental health deteriorates the child
can be quickly moved up the care pathway because the primary mental health worker can become involved
and a child can quickly be seen by the CAHMS team (Psychiatrists, Clinical Psychologists, Community Mental
Health Nurses etc.) for more specialist work.
John O’Brien, Primary Mental Health Worker
The CAMHS Cluster pilot and in particular the School Wellbeing Worker resource has increased exponentially
the training, communication and consultation available to schools within the cluster. This has had a
significant impact on the up skilling of tier 1 school professionals to deliver direct work and also to consider
effectively the Mental Health and wellbeing of children and young people in their schools. The individual and
group work that has been delivered within pilot has been positively evaluated; this is particularly important
due to group work no longer being able to be provided within the specialist CAMHS service. Early indicators
from the Cluster shows a 24% reduction in referrals to specialist CAMHS. There are also positive examples of
referrals to CAMHS being stepped down for School Wellbeing Workers to pickup within schools.
Gemma Williams, Primary Mental Health Worker
As specialist teams become focused on the high risk needs of young people with specific Mental Health
problems and the early years teams are identifying and targeting the at risk groups the gap widens for those
children and young people in need of trained, accessible and integrated teams that allow a school to
embrace and experience an increased capacity and confidence to support young people and families
experiencing emotional distress. It is with this in mind that this approach offered by weaving children's and
families emotional well being and mental health within the fabric of the school needs to continue in its
development. For equality across the city it needs to be city wide with a plan that allows school to build on
their knowledge and skills moving towards increased capacity and consultancy.
Dr. Emma Truelove, Educational Psychologist
The opportunity to work alongside School Wellbeing Workers (WWs) during the CAMHS Cluster Pilot has
been invaluable in providing an effective graduated response model that supports the wide array of social,
emotional and mental health needs we encounter in schools. In particular, I have found that increased
multiagency working across education and health sectors (involving ELSAs, WWs, PMHWs and EPs) has
increased the status of mental health in schools and enhanced the quality of the support provided in a
sustainable manner. Opportunities to collaborate with WWs through consultation, delivery of training, ELSA
support groups and joint attendance at termly planning meetings has been very helpful in my practice as an
EP. Furthermore, our shared ethos of raising awareness, preventative working and up skilling school staff has
facilitated a workable, joined up approach to improving outcomes for children and young people.
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Emerging learning
What is working?
 Local Authority, CAMHS and Schools working in partnership to manage and deliver an early intervention
social and emotional mental health model based within school clusters
 A regular, proactive and consistent mental health resource in based in schools which is effectively
working alongside school staff with pastoral responsibility to increase the confidence and competence to
respond more effectively to children and young people’s mental health issues and concerns.
 The School Wellbeing Workers clinical supervisory link with Primary Mental Health Workers (PMHW)
enables a step up and step down service with PMHW and Specialist CAMHS service to work effectively.
This has the potential to make a real impact on the quality and number of referrals to PMHW and also
offering a seamless pathway, communication and service to schools from CAMHS.
 The School Wellbeing Workers have raised the profile of and enhanced the ELSA role in schools. This is
being achieved by working alongside, up skilling and encouraging schools to prioritise and release ELSA
time within school timetables
 Variety of school staff accessing continued professional development opportunities delivered by
Specialist Agencies eg Educational Psychologists, CAMHS, Virtual School
 Robust evaluation framework supported by York Educational Psychology Service
What requires further work?
 How the model is delivered in specialist educational provision for example Danesgate and Special
schools
 A training plan needs to be developed for 16/17 that builds on the learning from the training delivered
within the pilot
 Simplification and agreement of the evaluation indicators and measurement / assessment tools to be
used by School Wellbeing Workers which is consistent with other school staff eg ELSAs.
 Continuation of the training programme and supervision of ELSAs in the City of York.
 Strengthening of the existing Memorandum of Understanding with specific focus on the roles,
responsibilities and expectations of all partners including schools
 Guidance for schools on recommended evidence based ‘whole school’ approaches to social and
emotional mental health to complement the targeted work delivered by School Wellbeing Workers
 Further work on School Wellbeing Workers role in working with parents to ensure a systemic approach
Risks for the future
 Delays in procurement processes could create a gap in resource provision for schools in the Autumn
2016 term, which could impact on school engagement and ownership of the model
 Procurement process might produce a different service provider that does not build on the learning from
the pilot model within York
 Insufficient resource time is allocated from partners agencies to provide the support, supervision and
performance management infrastructure for the School Wellbeing Workers. For example from the
Educational Psychology Service, PMHW team and LA Project Management.
 The clarity, boundaries and expectations of the School Wellbeing Workers are not managed effectively,
causing the role to become overcome with individual referrals from multiple sources ie Schools, CAMHS,
GPs and parents
 Adequate funding is not provided for 5 years through the Transformation Plan, to facilitate the extension
of Cluster model to incorporate a School Wellbeing Worker in all six clusters in the city.
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Appendix
Consultations

133

No of schools

20

No. of children discussed per year group
35
Number of children

30

31

25
20
18

15
10

24

22

13

12

10

5

0

1

0

2

7

8

9

10

0
1

2

3

4

5

6

11

Year Group

Staff member involved in the
consultation discussion

Parent
2%

Other
HT 4%
10%
SENCO
28%

Teacher
16%
ELSA
17%

Past lead
23%

Primary presenting need at consultation
0

5

10

15

20

25

Anxiety
self regulation
Self esteem

Type of need

Resilience
General
Anger
Behaviour home
Self harm
Attachment
Behaviour school
Low mood
Bereavement

9

Social isolation

Number of Children Discussed

30

35

40
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121 work

45

Across schools

11

Indirect work - supporting school
based staff in their work with children
Direct work – School Wellbeing
Worker directly supporting children

Direct
49%

Indirect
51%

No. of children involved in 121 work per year group
Number of children

12
10
8
6
4

female
38%

2

male
62%

0
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Year Group

Primary presenting needs within 121 work

Tpe of Need

0

2

Number of children
6
8
10

4

12

14

16

10

12

Self regulation
Anxiety
Self esteem
Anger
Attachment
Behaviour home
Low mood
Resilience
Self harm
Behaviour school
Social isolation

Focus of 121 intervention

Focus of 121 intervention

0

2

Creative therapies
Emotional literacy
Understanding anger
Understanding anxiety
Social skills
Dydatic Developmental Psychotherapy
Play therapy
Transtition
10

4

number of children
6
8
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Group work

88

No of schools

14

direct

male
48%

female
52%

indirect

Number of children

No. of children involved in group work per year group
18

22

16
12

10

6
3

1
1

0
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0

0

9

10

11

Year Group

Primary presenting needs within group work

Type of need

0

5

number of children
15
20

10

25

30

35

50

60

Anxiety
Self esteem
General
Self regulation
Resilience
Anger
Attachment
Low Mood

Focus of Group Work

Focus of Group Work

0

10

20

Creative therapies
Understanding Anger
Understanding Anxiety
Solution focused
Low mood
General

11

number of children
30
40
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Some teachers and staff have attended more than one training event

Training
Delegates attended

288

Types of training attended
Whole School Awareness Raising

153

Evidence based approaches to Resilience

34

Evidence based approaches to Self Regulation

38

Evidence based approaches to Attachement and
Trauma

63
Number of delegates

% of Delegates by type of school

Evaluation Feedback from Delegates
100
80

87

84

Increaseed awareness

Increased confidence

60

Primary

40

secondary

20
0

Training places per school
0

10

20

30

Southbank
Cluster

East Cluster

Archbishop Holgates
Badger hill
Hempland
Heworth
Osbaldwick
St Aelred's
St Lawrence
Tang Hall
All Saints
Millthorpe
Archbishop York's Junior
Bishopthorpe
Carr Infants
Copmanthorpe
Dringhouses
Knavesmire
Scarcroft
St Mary's
St Paul's
St Wilfreds
Awareness Raising

Resilience

Number of places accessed
Self Regulation
Attachment
12

40

50

60

Executive summary
Missed opportunities: children and
young people's mental health
Introduction
Mental health problems affect around one in ten
children and young people, rising to one in five
young adults. Childhood mental health problems are
common, damaging, costly and persistent. They cause
distress to children, young people and their families
and often cast a very long shadow over children’s lives.
During childhood and early adolescence poor mental
health most commonly presents through severe
behavioural problems (mainly affecting boys). From
mid-adolescence onwards, emotional conditions
(depression, anxiety and self-harming behaviours)
become much more common, this time affecting more
young women.
There is good evidence on what gives children
and young people the best start in life in terms of
their mental wellbeing, on the risk factors which
compromise healthy emotional and behavioural

development, and on the particular children at greater
risk due to an accumulation of these risk factors.
There is also a clear steer on what works to support
children and young people with mental health needs
and on the very real difference that can be made
to their life chances by intervening at the very first
sign of symptoms. Despite this, research suggests a
ten-year average delay between the time that young
people first experience symptoms and receive help.
Furthermore, only a quarter of school-age children
with a diagnosable problem receive any intervention
at all, despite most parents of these children seeking
professional advice. And, when children and families
do seek help, they are frequently confused by a maze
of largely fragmented services and often face lengthy
delays to get the help they need.
There is currently contradictory evidence on whether
children and young people’s mental health is
stabilising or deteriorating, although there are some
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tentative signs of a decline in young women’s
wellbeing.
This document seeks to piece together the
evidence about children and young people’s
mental health and wellbeing in the UK, based
on the most recent high quality research. It
breaks down findings into four age groups:
pregnancy to age 4; children aged 5-10; 11-15
year olds; and young adults aged 16-25.

Access to help
For all age groups, a dominant issue has been
the persistent gap between children’s needs
and their access to help and support, especially
early on when difficulties with mental health
first emerge. Getting help at the first sign of
symptoms is critical, and yet at every age, only
a minority of those with diagnosable mental
health problems receive help to address them.
Stigma can create a 'conspiracy of silence'
about mental health difficulties which prevents
older children from seeking help or disclosing
distress. Poor mental health literacy is another
major barrier for parents, children, teachers
and other professionals, causing uncertainty
about whether there is a need to seek help
and prompting delays. Many parents, children
and professionals do not know what help is
available or how to get it; they find services offputting, unappealing, frightening or experience
lengthy periods waiting to get help.

1. Pregnancy to four year olds
Good mental health and wellbeing in under five
year olds is shaped very early on at the first
spark of life, and is determined by a complex
interplay between genetic make-up and
exposure to risks and protective factors in the
environment.
During pregnancy, poor maternal mental health,
over-exposure to excessive stress hormones
and also to some substances (e.g. tobacco and
alcohol) can have a toxic effect on a child’s
brain development and later mental health.
After birth, a healthy attachment to a caregiver helps to protect babies from adversity
and stress: acting as a ‘buffer’ with the world
outside and slowly helping infants self-regulate
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in the face of adversity and frustration. For
toddlers, positive proactive parenting (e.g.
involving praise, encouragement and warmth)
and the absence of harsh, rejecting and
coercive parenting are associated with better
child mental health and wellbeing.
Infants and toddlers facing greater risk of poor
mental health include those whose mothers
have untreated mental health problems, whose
parents misuse substances, who are subject
to maltreatment and neglect, and who live in
prolonged poverty. It is the number of risks
and their multiplicative effect over time that
undermines children’s developing mental
health (rather than any one particular risk
factor).
A range of interventions can help to protect
mental health from pregnancy to age five.
Most need to be targeted towards families
who have the highest risks or children who are
showing early signs of distress. They include
home visiting programmes for parents facing
high risks (such as Family Nurse Partnerships);
effective treatment for maternal mental ill
health; and group parenting programmes for
children with behavioural problems (such as
Triple P).

2. Five to ten year olds
During primary school years, family
environment, with all its associated strengths
and risks, remains an important influence on
children’s mental health. However, a majority
of children also now experience daily exposure
to a new and highly significant environment –
school. Early educational environments have
the potential to provide new, nourishing and
potentially protective experiences. But they
can also expose children to additional risks.
Schools, and the tasks they require of children,
can be the context within which difficulties first
begin to surface or become entrenched.
Bullying is a major risk factor for poor mental
health during primary school years. Being
a target of bullying in childhood not only
jeopardizes young victims’ mental health and
wellbeing at the time, but also has significant
negative lifelong effects on mental health as

Most children aged 5-10 enjoy good mental
health but just over two children in every
primary school class will have a diagnosable
mental health condition. Many more will have
borderline difficulties. Some children continue
to face higher risk of poor mental health due
to exposure to serious, prolonged or multiple
risks in family and school environments (e.g.
maltreatment and victimisation in both home
and school). At this age, boys are more likely
to have problems which meet the threshold for
diagnosis than girls. And for some children in
this age group difficulties can further multiply
and become entrenched, which in turn raises
the risk of poorer life chances.
Schools are one of the few contexts within
which universal programmes to prevent mental
health problems have been noted to result in
population-level improvements, especially
during primary school years. To be successful,
mental health-promoting and anti-bullying
approaches need to be threaded through the
entire curriculum and embedded in school
culture. Activity needs to be backed up by wellimplemented policies, good relationships with
parents, whole school training and commitment
to being a mentally healthy school, parallel
concern for teachers’ mental health, swifter
identification and good access to both in-house
and community resources to ensure timely
support.
Many evidence based programmes focus on
improving social and emotional awareness
and helping young people to improve their
ability to self-regulate when faced with worries,
frustration and setbacks. Proven programmes
(like Social and Emotional Learning) need
to be reproduced faithfully, not adapted or
dipped into, and delivered by well trained and
supervised staff. This can often be challenging
for schools preoccupied with prioritising
national curriculum targets even if in the longer
term, these programmes promote educational
attainment.

3. 11 to 15 year olds
Mental health difficulties begin to increase
during teenage years. During secondary school,
one child in eight will have one or more mental
health conditions at any time. The number of
children (mainly boys) with severe behavioural
problems is higher among this age group; rates
of anxiety, depression and self-harm (mainly
affecting girls) are also higher. It is also during
this age that most early symptoms of adult
mental illness (including psychosis) begin,
and evidence indicates that if we can limit the
length and the recurrence of episodes of mental
illness during adolescence, there is a lower risk
of problems extending into adult years. Despite
this, teenagers tend to be less likely to know
when their mental health is deteriorating and
feel stigma keenly.
Self-harm is also relatively common in this
age group, especially among girls, LGBT young
people and those with a diagnosable mental
health condition. It is an important risk factor
for suicide (particularly if accompanied by
depression) among older teenagers.
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well as on a range of other different areas of
adult life. And children who are both bullied and
bully others face higher risks of poor outcomes
in adult life, including imprisonment and
suicide.

Some studies have found rising levels of
emotional problems and deteriorating life
satisfaction among girls in this age group.
Recent surveys suggest that girls are concerned
about media-driven pressures to be thin,
sexual harassment, harmful content online and
academic pressures. Many also report being
worried about their mental health or that of
their friends.
Misuse of alcohol, smoking and drug taking
are all associated with poorer mental health
in this age group. There are encouraging signs
that alcohol and substance misuse have been
decreasing over the last decade; however,
for those who continue, reliance and binge
drinking may be getting worse creating greater
inequalities between high and low risk children
and young people.
Some young people in this age group face a
particularly high risk of poor mental health,
including:
•

Those who are bullied at secondary school;

•

LGBT young people (who also face higher
levels of bullying);
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•

Young people who offend or join gangs;

•

Those in care or with a parent in prison;

•

Young carers;

•

Young people excluded from school;

•

Migrants and refugees;

•

Those with a long term illness/disability;

•

Those experiencing family conflict;

•

Children in the lowest socio-economic
group.

If approaching a professional, just under half
would approach a teacher or member of school
staff. Generic counselling services tended to
be preferred to more formal mental health,
clinical services or cognitive behavioural
approaches. This tendency to dislike clinical
services presents a difficulty as these healthbased interventions (e.g. cognitive behavioural
therapy) often have the best chance of helping
young people recover from depression, bulimia,
trauma and anxiety-related illnesses.
Young people generally value help that is
genuine, warm, confidential, non-patronising,
that co-produces solutions and builds on strong
relationships.
Whole school approaches that create a mental
health-promoting environment and secure the
commitment of the entire school workforce have
been found to promote the best outcomes, to
improve coping skills and to reduce risk-taking.

4. 16 to 25 year olds
During young adult years, there is a significant
increase in self-harm, depression, anxiety
and eating disorders, and for the first time
diagnosable mental health difficulties are
overall more common in young women as
opposed to young men. Adolescence and young
adult years are the peak age for the first onset
of adult mental health problems. This is also the
stage at which the effects of childhood abuse
and trauma may result in mental health crisis.
Three quarters of adults with a diagnosable
mental health problem will have experienced
first symptoms of poor mental health by the
age of 24. It is also at this time that more severe
mental health diagnoses emerge, such as
psychosis and personality disorders.
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Around 20% of 16-25 year olds will experience
a diagnosable mental health problem.
This stage provides vital opportunities for
intervention. There is good evidence that
intervening early in the course of many
mental illnesses can significantly reduce later
impairment – including for serious illnesses
such as psychosis. Yet studies show that many
people with mental illnesses fail to receive
help for around a decade after first symptoms
emerge.
Suicidal thoughts were most likely to be
reported in this age band. There was also
evidence of a significant increase in self-harm
between 2000 and 2007 – mostly affecting
young women. This age group is also more
likely to screen positive for PTSD with males
being more likely than females at this age
to have higher rates of trauma symptoms
(considered to be linked to higher risk of being
violently attacked among young adult males).
Women are the most likely to have an eating
disorder but only one in five is likely to be in
receipt of treatment; this is despite the fact that
poor outcomes have been associated with later
presentation to services for anorexia nervosa.
The evidence base for effective responses to
eating disorders is also still developing.
Groups of young adults with the highest risks of
poor mental health include:
•

Young adults leaving the care system;

•

Young people not in employment, education
or training;

•

Those in the criminal justice system;

•

Homeless young people;

•

Some groups of BME young people;

•

Early military service leavers.

Young adults as a whole are the most likely
age group to develop mental health problems,
but least likely to recognise that they have a
problem that might benefit from treatment.
They are most likely to think that they should
handle mental health problems themselves with
between a third and just under a half of those
with serious mental health difficulties in some
studies believing this to be the best course
of action. For this age group, friends, digital

Conclusion
All of the evidence reviewed for this report
points to the importance of supporting
families and schools to build firm foundations
for children’s mental health, and of offering
effective help for any age at the first signs of
difficulty.
Too often, opportunities to offer timely
and effective support to children and their
families are being missed. Typically, in the
ten years many children wait to get help with
mental health difficulties, problems become
entrenched and (for many young people)
escalate until they reach a crisis.
The longer a child is left without help for a
mental health problem, and the more often it
recurs, the more it is likely to cast a shadow

over their entire life. Early high-quality help,
offered quickly and combined with ongoing
support to prevent problems coming back, is
essential. It is never too late to offer effective
help to a young person in distress, but the
earlier it is offered, the less it is likely to impact
on their future health, wellbeing and life
chances.
This review has also identified that some
children and young people face greater risks
of mental health problems than others. Many
children face multiple risks that accumulate
from early childhood into adolescence and adult
life. Especial efforts are needed to support
those at greatest risk and look out for the early
signs of distress.
The implications of the evidence we have
brought together are far-reaching. They point
to the need for whole system ownership of and
investment in children and families’ mental
health, from the first spark of life through to
early adulthood. They illustrate the importance
of raising awareness and mental health literacy
among families, schools and young people
themselves. And they highlight the importance
of making effective help more accessible, more
proactive, and more responsive.
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sources and intimate partners often become
frequent sources of help. Once again, males
were much less likely than females to seek
help, sometimes with tragic results. Those who
do seek formal help, or who need continuity
of support from early teenage years, can be
faced with frustrating gaps between child and
adult services which are counterproductive to
recovery and progress.

Three quarters of parents of children with a mental health problem seek help...
... but only one quarter of children receive any support.

First symptoms

10
years

Getting help

There is on average a 10-year delay between young people experiencing their
first symptoms and receiving help.
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